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30 RT^f, 2010 

^5T.3TT. 896.—'**TFT (STOlfofcT *lfWM ^ 
M^t) 37Wm, 1971 (1971 ^FT 40) tjro 3 5RTK7T 
^ ^ ITT ^ RT3TR Rfo RR*ft ^ 

WR (2) W Rf*ra arfa^FTfotf ^ rrer ^ tuMfad 
^HSlM ^ ^ RrfacT ^ ^FTeTR (3) f qfnffoe 
TRHfa Rfol ^ R)"cR STfaftW ^ 'rtSRTsf 
3#PSRt t^d ^RTT f, if) ^ SRFffT 

3?8T^T OT R^KT 3TfeR) RT) TOT VlfaflqT 3TT 3TC[fr 
^TI <TRT 7 RT efn foefed — 

TTRuf) 


eTtdT T rf^R TT«TT 

shrfir^R TRrfcr jforg 

_(3)_ 

7 lfo-+<^, fo?lT-RRR 
(■^TTOFJO, ^ 


O) (2) 


2. WI-4^-202 


^RR^-203 


4>Hl^o<i- 2Q3 
^IRTT «T2Tf^RRT 


*jfR iftm art 

i 

iTOI-aild^jt, 45)dt **’ 
ffotf ^feRT ReT ^ 
Rlt ’jfa MftfK fiMT 
RffcfafTOi 

ter-irsTrfto, 

*jfa 

^rfRR cf«TT Rfawfimf I 
nf^-^TV)^ farTT-iRTT 

*}fa 

RfofR d«n Rfafafatf 1 
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C 3 2 

5. TORT^Z-206 

^rfa-fromr* Itotot-tosttt 

TOtroa 4cd!fdm 

tokr? to TOfafa ffarfa 


■jfTORTOT^Trft *|pT 


fafaiR RTO MfWMfrfTO, 1 


[TO. U H-lI-8/20l0-^-4-mi/^ H^R-^.T^-III] 

TOR.totr ^towt, sm TTfror 


MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.O. 896.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 ofthe Public premises (Eviction of unauthorized 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of 
the Table below, being Gazetted Officers of the 


Government, to be estste officers for the proposes of the 
said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and 
perform the duties imposed on the estate officer by or under 
the said act within the local limits of the jurisdiction in 
respect ofthe public premises specified in column (3) of 
the table aforsaid, namely:— 

TABLE 

o. Designation of 
* the Officer 

Public premises and 
and local limits of 
jurisdiction 

a (2) 

(3) 

1. | Commandant-201 

' CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill-Karanpur, Distt- 
Baster (Jagdalpur), 
Chhatisgarh. 

2. Commandant-202 

CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill Mouza-Chulapari, 
Distt-Koraput 

3, Commandant-203 

CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill- Barhi, Distt- 
Hazaribagh, Jharkhand. 

4. Commandant-205 

CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central. 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill- Barwadih, Distt- 
Gaya, Bihar. 
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(1) (2) _(fk__. 

5. Commandant-206 All Lands and assets 

CoBRA Bn belonging to the Central 

Reserve Police Force at 
Vill - Chittapur, Distt- 
Bhandara, Maharashtra. 

[F.No.A. II-8/20lO-DA.4-Adm.I/MHA-PF.III] 
_ H. KAM SUANTHANG, Under Secy. 

chtftctf, rttTO fyieMilrT efsrr dVlH 

(differ f^TFT) 

30RR*, 2010 

TO.3TT. 897 —TRTOR Rcl^gKT farft Mr #R* 
1946 (1946 TO StMTOtR Tf. 25) TOt TOCT 
TOfecf TOR 5 TOt ^T-TOR (l ) OT TORT ^T 

■SPtW TOT^ TTTTO7, TDEfrfa (TO) fa TO 7 ], 

^ U HiUcUf 356/08/39 R-li<=h 4 3rfe,2009 £TCT 

TO<I ^ ffaTTTO TtH TOTfaRT, Rksk fen, 

3TTTO fa TOfl fTOTO TO 7 TORPFl HplTOfad TO 

TjTOH TO Rfafa "Of ffaflTO ( 3R-R) fa TO 3 ? RTRTOT 

fa. 03/99 oft TORdfa faffaTT 1860 (1860 TOT StMTOjR fa. 
45 ) TOl TOIT 420, 468, 471,406 sfa 408 ^ 3T*4fa TO4 t, 

TO %TO cTTO ^fat 7fa*TOR ^ TOJTOTO fa faTO TR 
3TTRT^ fa fafafTOT TOTOTO TRTTOT wfa, 5^< u 11 ^ftT TO5TOTT fafa 
3T«TTO cT«24f fa fTOlfa 3R3 3TTOTTO TOT TOT4 

^ ffaR RroTO fa?fa -jfTOR T-TOTOTT ^ WTO* TOf TOiTOFTT 3TR 
sfanfaTTOK TO fawrc TTPjfa TOTTR TfTO TO TOTOT fa TOfat % 1 

[fa. 228/20/2009 TO fat. fat-11 ] 
TJTOTO ^fafa, 3^7 ^ffTOT 

MINISTRY OEPERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.O. 897.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent ofthe 
State Government of Assam, Political (A) Department, 
Dispur vide Notification No. PLA 365/08/39 dated 4th April 
2009 hereby extents the powers and jurisdiction of the 
members ofthe Delhi Special Police Establishment to the 
whole of the State of Assam, for investigation of case 
No. 03/99 under sections 420,468,471,406 and 408 of the 
Indian Penal Code 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) registered at 
Police Station, Teok (Assam) relating to payment of bogus 
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money orders purported to have been issueed at Teok 
Post Office, Jorhat District, Sivasagar Postal T vision, 
Assam and attempts. Abetments, and conspiracies in 
relation to or in connection with the above mentioned 
offences and any other offence/offences committed in the 
course of the same transaction or arising out of the same 
facts. 

[No. 228/20/2009-AVD-1I] 
MUKESH CHATURVEDI, Under Secy. 
M 31 rH, 2010 

^FJT.3tT. 898.— e r>'*h TORiR V 514 &KI fct'tTl feh jjftrKt 
W1W 3#rfW? ( 1946 (1946 RTT 25) Rfft m 

6 ^ RW Rfe RK! 5 Rft 3R-RRT (1) SRI KcT >lfwT Rq 
Mr RR^ item TRRiK, ^ fRRRT Rjt fc H IR> 
9 2009 Rft 3Tf*RJRRT R. 20/8/2005-3 R^.Rrt. 1 SRI 

31TRT ^ 3TtR TO1 '4ddl, ^ TftgqM frffe ll 

feg TPR RRf^ni R dfeld TOR fn«<K«l srfRfRRR 
(1988 RR srfirfpTR R. 49) ^ 3RRfa RTTR/Rira RP 3 rMr 
"R 5 fcrfar 15-5--2006 ^#1 3 cT«71 wjRfl Rfefed 

^ RRR RT RM 3 TO ^?M ?T«TT WR RRT 
3RR 3TRRR u'e^qgK R* rM fe?; RTT RT gsgf 

WRI ^ R*M Rft Tito# sfa MfeR RH felR 
TO'pf TftRMT TFP? <£ RRR RRRcft f I 

[R. 228/5/2006-^^^-11] 

sprt Rffe 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2010 

S.O. 898.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Haryana, Home Department, vide 
Notification No. 20/8/2005-3HG-1 dated 9th April, 2009 
hereby extents the powers and jurisdiction of the members 
of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of 
the State of Haryana for conducting enquiries/ 
investigation of Enquiry No.5 dated 15-5-2006 Chandigarh 
under the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (Act No.49 
of 1988) against Shri Om Prakash Chautala, former Chief 
Minister, Haryana pending with State Vigilance Bureau, 
llaryanaa and attempts, abetments, and conspiracies in 
relation to or in connection with the offences mentioned 
above and any other offence(s) committed in the course of 
the same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/5/2006-AVD-1I] 
MUKESH CHATURVEDI, Under Secy. 


fet tfWW 
(3rrm?iT fern) 

TORTOT 3TRJ2RT TO TORftTO, t^ II 

22 RWfl, 2010 

VT.3TT. 899.—3TRJ ^ %qr 3tftR£F=n M 

nft ^Tcft $ fiHHH ST^Rr iTOTdlRfR fdfH^ 

-&m*l -II, Rfe, 477-482 

600 035 •ilHR) Rfft (fjRR>) Hlfd RRfcR, 
RRdfe H^tldR, fedl ^ 3lM TR&CIT: 
IV/m^t.3nf/2904/2009 feTR> 28-8-2009 SRI RRlM m 
Tni^ ^ M fefr 31-12-2012 cRE ft 

RPTmKEf^^il) feta Rtf 2010-11 4 2012-13 RRT 
afpfef RRR fe 3FR RTPRT^f ^ R*f R aRZJ^R 
fWT 1962 ^ fRRR i£ yw rfe® 

1961 m 35 ^ < 1 ) ^ ot {ff^) ^ wim ^ 

^R=#rfem ^Tcff ^ Riq Hl-Rdl f JTcfl f : 

(^) RTl TTTfr TlfTT 3RfRRPT f 

3T#^T ^ 1m feTT 'JlIM.'lf ; 

m) RTfet 3fe feft ^EnR41 OT mf 

3hPwrT rrPt ^ ^ to4 

; 

(n) 3RR^R srfWrv? 35 m m\ (i) f 

W(ll^) ^ 3tlttR RTRT WRf %lfe 

3T5^VH ^ ifeR ^ 7IRT fer f R 
R ^ Tjf x^H ^ RT?# ^ 3T?m 
feit, 4TfMfeq ^ RR1 288 ^ RR RRT 
( 2 ) ^ WefevT % fefe RRTR ^T-Rfef if 
RTt^TT RRTRTft |At c ^§TTOT STO ^ife 
3|R »f^^l Mi R4 RRfe 3TTRRR 
RT 3TIRRR f RTR 3TMRRR Rjt 

RRTI39 R7t RR RRT (1) ^ 3RR3R femit Riffe 

^ ^ fei xm Mf ^ 3TRfe Rlffel 

RM ; 

(^) 3Tplfe RRRRt IdlRch 3^RFf ^ RRfaff 

RTRT 3TlTTR lfeWT«f ^ RR feRR 3TTO 
^ RM feft 1 RRR feRR Rft TT^ RRTfef 
Rfn dtsiiRiK R>t cfe Mi ^ ^r Mr ( 3 ) 

^ rM ; 

<X) 3T5RKR fe M ^ RT^ RRRRR RRRRt Rlrf 
3ITRRR 3TMTRR R^t RRT 139 R^ RR- RRI ( 1 ) f 
3T#T 3TTRRR feM 41 fed RR^ ^ fer fePdf^ 
TOTR-'^fhTT ^ 3RRT RRM 3TTRRR 3TR(RR RFTl 
ferfefecl feqf RP RTO?T RqfT feT^T 

RM ; 
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(i) tjcf ^4 TTtr «Tft ^ fa*<}d 

fd.'-M'jfr i 

(it) sfft 3T<TT-TT^J Mfa<*>l3Tf $ ^4 3 

y=hiLfid <rl<al ^ FTfsjRl I 

(iii) ^ f^FJXT TR* ^1 fafR Rt* 

^ 3RT srft^R 3>T PqcR'Jl I 

(iv) md ^ ^ f^Ttr 3Fj*raH MftqU^srf qn 

3?R *l4*4 ^ Rrt fqrfa-3JHCT ^T 

i 

C^g) ^ WT ^*2 $ fa "^fal 

^hP- : 

(i) 3tfa 3FJ??*TH qq4f qfr fcn^ 3icri J l C'loi-sf?! 

xm\ $ 

(ii) 

\ 

(iii) $FFfaR|fc W<T 3?K faM^4 3 

7JT 3q. <stu£ ("5.) ^ 'ifcnPan y«hK RFcJfl 

H?f ^ t,^T 

(iv) 3FJ*fVH pr4T WRl fan *1 ^T R 

w*fa *t 'qi 

(v) faq ?icff ^ sum rt aryqfai fafl 
^T 3T^TM3 3#’ wrf\ t 

<ft 4$ <sP4n s-smci 4* 4q<fal (i) - ^ 

( V )^j ^ ^ M2 qm 139 fat 3R qrci (i) fa 

Sfqfa faqfat siftad , q>T4 fa faR fafae far ^ 15: hs)^ fa 

3TO 3TI^ 3TTTO 3IT5^T ^ TR^cT | 

qftfaqR5^3 (i)3(v)Rq>fa?TciMfa 

Ifatf fa ?fa ^ ^CIfqjTflTRJT ^T fafifaf STT^fa 
Mr 5^(3) (^) fa $faf?T 3JTRT ffa2 fa 3TiqK RT dHttat 
3Rpfat fal ^ t^rqi HT .^311 I 

[ fafapn K1 /2009-10 U fa fa- II /35( I) (i ia)/2009-10 ] 

* * 'sft. Tit. ^3, 3TPrqR 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 

(Income Tax Department) 

(OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF INCOME- 
TAX, CHENN AMI) 

Chennai, 22nd F ebruary, 2010 

S.O. 899.— It is hereby notified for general 
information that the company M/s. Nissan Ashok leyland 
Technologies Ltd., Khivaraj Comples II, 4th Floor, 477-482 
Anna Salai, Nandanam, Chennai-600 035 (already granted 
recognition for its in house R & D units by the Ministry of 


Science & Technology, Government of India, New Delhi 
vide their order dated 28-8-2009 in F.No. TU-IV/RD1/2904/ 
2009 till 31 -3-2012, has been approved for the purpose of 
Clause (iia) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (said Act) read with Rule 5F oflhe Income-tax 
Rules, 1962 (said Rules), for the Assessment years 2010-11 
to 2012-13 in the category of “other institution” engaged 
in research activities, subject to the following conditions, 
namely :— 

(a) The sums paid to the above approved company 
shall be used for scientific research ; 

(b) The applicant company shall carry on scientific 
research through its own employees using its own 
assets ; 

(c) The company approved under Clause (iia) of sub¬ 
section (I) of Section 35 shall maintain separate 
books of accounts in respect of the sums received 
by it for scientific research, reflect there in the 
amount used for carrying on research, get such 
books of account audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of 
Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report 
of such audit duly signed and verified by such 
accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or 
the Director of Income-tax havingjurisdictionover 
the case, by the due date of furnishing the return 
of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139 of 
the said Act ; 

(d) The approved company shall maintain a separate 
statement of donations received and amounts 
used for scientific research and a copy of such 
statement duly certified by the auditor shall 
accompany the report of audit referred to in the 
sub-rule (3). 

(e) Subsequent to the approval, the company shall, 
every year, by the due date of furnishing the return 
of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139, 
furnish a statement to the Commissioner of Income- 
tax, containing the following information namely 

(i) a detailed note on the research work undertaken 
by it during the previous year; 

(ii) a summary of research articles published in 
national or international journals during the year; 

(iii) any patents or other similar rights applied for or 
registered during the year; 

(iv) programme of research projects to be undertaken 
during the forthcoming year and the financial 
allocation for such projects. 

(f) If the Commissioner of Income-tax is satisfied 
that the company. 


T’T-' 
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(i) is not maintaining separate books of account for 
research activities, or 

(ii) has failed to famish its audit report,or 

(iii) has not furnished the statement of the sums 
received and the sums used for research, or a 
statement referred to in sub-clause (e), or 

(iv) has ceased to carry on its research activities, or its 
activities are not genuine, or 

(v) is not fulfilling the conditions, subject to which 
the approval was granted to it, 

He may after making appropriate enquiries, famish a 
report on the circumstances referred to in sub-clauses (i) 
to (v) to thejurisdictionalCheif Commissioner of Income- 
tax within six months from the date of famishing the return 
of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139. 

The above approval may be withdrawn under Rule 
5F (2) (j), if any of the above conditions in (a) to (e) of Rule 
5f is not satisfied or on receipt of the CIT’s report as per 
Rule 5F (3) (0- 

[Notification No. 1/2009-10 No. CC-1 l/35(fXiia)/2009-10] 
G. C. JAIN, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 
3TTTOT 3TT^FT 
26 TOf, 2010 

W.3TT. 900.—3TOR fWT, 1962 # frm 2 # ^ # 
TO TOT# 3JFT3TT 1961 ( 1961 ^>T 43 #) # TO 

10 # (23 #) # TOTTO ( vi) #TOTOT7TftRT#^ 

^ 2009-2010 xrq # f#r ^f«m to # ^ "‘ 

ftTO 1962 # fTOT 2 # ^ TO Md-fa 3TITO7 
aifqfwr, 1961 # TO 10 (23 #) ^ft^TO 

(vi) # TOTOf # 3FJ?rq TOf ^ I 

[ STftTCJ^T U 19/2009-10 TO1#^aTTSTT/STSTfSTT/^.)/ 
TO./l 0(23#) (vi )/09-10/5832 ] 
#• ^T. fee#, 3TTTOT 3TFJ33 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME TAX 

Jaipur, the 26th Mgrch, 2010 

S.O. 900.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of 
Income-tax, Jaipur hereby approves “St Mira Brotherhood 


Society, Jaipur” for the purpose of said section for the 
A. Y. 2009-2010 & onwards. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23 C) of 
Section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2CA 
of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[ Notification No. 19/2009-10 No. CCIT/JPR/ 
Addl.CIT(Hqrs.) 10(23CXvi)/2009-10/5832] 

B. S. DHILLION, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 

31 2010 

W.3TT, 901— 3TTTO7 ftTO, 1962 ^ fWT 2 # # 
1961 ( 1961 43 #) # TO 

10 # (23 #) # ^TTO ( v) #£RT TOT Vlfarf W] 

W 3TTTO7 ^T^T, WJI TT d^KI fevW 

^ 2009-2010 T# 3# to 

?TO f^TT-TTfeT ’ r # ^ 

f 3TTTOT fe^T 1962 # IWT 2 # # TTT«J 

TOffe 3TTTOT #VfTOT, 1961 # TO 10 # (23 

#) # TOJKT (v) # TO TOT # 3T^rq ^ | 

[ # 20/2009-10 sF#3>:^3TT3W3T’33T31T/ (tj. )/ 

TO./10(23#)(v)/09-l0/l7j 
#. fe?#, ^ 3T1TOR 3TF£FT 

Jaipur, the 31 st March, 2010 

S.O. 901. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (v) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2C of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of 
Income-tax, Jaipur hereby approves “Shree Shyam Mandir 
Committee, Khatushyamji, Distt. Sikar ” for the purpose of 
said section for the A. Y. 2009-2010 & onwards. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (v) of clause (23 C) of 
section I Oof the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule2C of 
the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[Notification No. 20/2009-10/No.CGIT/JPR/Addl. 

CIT(Hqrs.) IO(23C)(v)/2009-iO/17] 

B. S. DHILLION, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 

( fqnlq itenr faTO) 

# fee#, 29 TO, 2010 

^T.3TT, 902.—TOT# fe#T-3TFTTcT 3TfafWT, 1981 
(1981 t$T 28) # TO 5 # 3^TO (2) ^TO#3d TO 6 
# ^fTO ( I ) (*») cTOT TOTTCT (2) TO TOT ### 
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44ftT 4Rft fH, 4U447, HTTcffa fftrft ftfc it Wltf 
4>7ft ■% MJMIcf, Sit ftt. 7ft. TT. 74TT«FT ('W 

19-11-1953), ft 444 fftft?T4>, 7^2 3W 
TTJ -3^ 4ft 343ft 44417 TCT 4nft 4ft 417^73 ft 3TR 

30-11-2013 (fft71 4fttft ft Slfftgfftffl 4ft 37FJ 4i4T4ftft*, 
3ftft4 f^r) 44? 31*141 3147* 3TTft#' 7T4>, 4ft ft! 4T7* ftt, 
444(4 fft4fa-34414 ^4? ^ M?l=h 4 3WJ 44 
44 ft Fi^i4> t* ^4 ft fftgrr 4?7cft t i 

[4?T. ft. 9/I0/2005-3Uf^-I(^3^-l] 
7jf44T ?5T47T, 

(Department of Financial'Services) 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 902.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) (a) and sub-section (2) of Section 6 read 
with sub-section (2) of Section 5 of The Export-Import 
Bank of India Act, 1981 (28 of 1981), the Centra! Government, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
appoints Shri. T.C.A. Ranganatftan (DoB: 19-11*1953) 
presently Managing Director, $tate Bank of Bikaner & 
Jaipur as Chairman and Managing Director on the Board of 
Directors of Export-Import Bank oflndia, with effect from 
the date of his taking over charge of the post and upto 
30-11-2013 (the last day of month in which he would attain 
the age of superannuation) or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/10/2005-1 F-l(BO. 1)] 
_ SUMITA DAWRA, Director 

7JERT 4 ft ytuTTJT ,441744 

4^ fTTrft, 23 4Tft, 2010 

cfiT.3TT. 903.- TP WI 4ft f^IR* 10-11 -2009 4ft 
4441544? 3lf47£44T i 4?4 ft cf4T 4FTf44 («Hl«R) IWT, 

1983 1W1 7 44 8 ^ 744 4^34 ^cnP^* 3 TTmFiUP 1952 

(1952 4?T 37) 4ft 4T7T 5 4ft 44-4KT (1) ST7T 444 
4TI TPTLb 447i m BT WWR sftPcft 3B4?1 'Wt, ‘ftftt4T[’ ft 
TT^RTST. 74,3TT^Tte 4? 4144, 4*47 7^,7^-!, 
Tpt^ -400 709 4>l TTr^TT^T 4414 3 1 44f 4?t 3T4f4 ?£ 
%tT 4441 3Plft 3TT^T 7T4>, ft *ft ft* 4Tft ft, 
^4^4 f^q wm ftlft ^ WM ft^B 4?I 7TT74 

frrgrr 4i<n) ft i 

[4?T. ft. 809/7/2009-44? (7ft)] 
3lfftm4 4T4T7, PH^!«h (fwr) 


MINISTRY OF INFORMATION 
AND BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 23rd March, 2010 

S.O. 903 — In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11-2009 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Smt. Alka Pandey. ‘Devika’ Row House, Plot No.74, Opp, 
Adarsh Hotel, Koper Khairane, Sec-1, Navi Mumbai- 
400 709 as a member of the Mumbai Advisory Panel of the 
Central Board of Film Certification with immediate effect 
for a period of two years or until further orders, whichever 
Pearlier. 

[F. No. 809/7/2009-F (C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 
25 4lft f 2010 

cBT,3TT, 904.—TP 4ft fft4T4? 10-11- 2009 '4ft 

714771343? 3^V7£44T eft 44? ft 71*4 Wf44 (441"H) fft44, 
1983 ft 7 4ft 8 it 71?*? 4f34 4B144 3?WT44 1952 
(1952 4H 37) 4ft 4T7T 5 4ft ^4~4T7? (1 ) OT 444 TlfftRJT 
44 wm cjrrft ’p., ftfst ttbrr fft=tfBfi3T 4n 

U^14 ^ 1 44! 4ft ^ fBTT 37«7^T 3147^ 3TFB1 Tift 44? 

^ 4) 4TB Tl, fWP 3TRFR 41^ ^ tT7T4T4 

7 TBTT 4 TR 4 TB 44 71474 fi 4 T 7 cft ft : 

(1 ) aft 4^ 7T4cT, 501, 541 4B, ft^TT trffft Tf^M, 
ftr ft. 6, 4fT44t 47tT4Bftt, fft4?-4K, 3n>J 4^71 i 

(2) 71TTT 14FT, 4.ft. 9-4-86/262/3, 

71747 44 4>fdHP TR177 447, ftrftt4H44, ftT7T4T4'500 008 

[44. 71. 809/3/2009-44? (#) | 

3ftft7fT4 ^417, fftft?14? (f9B4) 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 904.—In continuation of Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11 -2009 and exercise 
of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 5 of 
the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952), read with rules 7 
and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983, the 
Central Government is pleased to appoint the following 
persons as members of the Hyderabad Advisory Panel of 
the Central Board of Film Certification with immediate 
effect for a period of two years or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier: 

(1) Smt. Madhu Rawat, 501, 5th Floor, Meghna 
Shanati Residency, RoadNo.6, West Marrcdpally, Sec-Bad. 
Andhra Pradesh. 
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(2) Mohd. Sadat Ali Khan, H. No. 9-4-86/262/3, 
Salarjung Colony, Nanai Nagar, Mehdipatnam,’ 
Hyderabad-500 008. 

[F. No. 809/3/2009-F (C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 
fecnl, 25 2010 

905 .—W ^ P?m 10-11-2009^ 

3Tf^J^TT ^ <TOT ^iP^ (VRTO) ta, 
1983 ^ tWT 7 8 ^ TIT*? 'qferT 3TfvfWT 1952 

(1952 37) ^ TO5 ^^-TO(1) OT3^7lf^Rf 

^ ^ ^ ^5 TR«w< # ^ dr^ld 

3 2 3T?Tfa ^ %TT 3T8^T m<h 3TT^T cRT 

^ ^ i\, "ch^lq fwq ^ ^ t^TRK 

WTT^R ^7 TO Pf*pFT f | 

809/3/2009-^ (#)] 

^qn ( (ta) 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 905.—In continuation of the Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11-2009 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with Rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Shri Sandagalla Suresh as a member of the Hyderabad 
Advisory Panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No.809/3/2009-F (C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 
^ 'ferft, 30 ■*TT^ ) 2010 
■^r.arr. 906.—^ (w; ^ 

wtwii it fm, #1) ^ fm, 1976 ^ Pm, 10 * 
( 4 ) P P, wiPh^im^ (^rt &frr 

3TRR^T ^ f^HfdRad 3?#TT8? 

80% 3 3rfn^ ^ ft^t 

i, ^ wl t :— 

1- ^3 l< v 4'1 4vst, fssju<« 

2 ^mP Tif^r 

4 . ^mP ^ra41<d<, 

5. ^#T Ylf^T 

6. a^T^T 


7. \<wP 3T^T TTf^T ^ ( 3 ^) 

8. Tifar 

9. y&P 3m 'qwPzt, m 

10. TgZZP 3m TTpFT ^mtZK, TOT Tf^ (3KTFFTS) 

11 . TgT?P 3m 7if^?r siwfcx, 

12 3lPw v)H|<0^l^< I 

Z*l Tf. i-l 1017/6/2010-^] 

fira^,ft^(TLm) 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.O. 906.— In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) ofRulelO 
of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices under Directorate General of 
Doordarshan (Ministry of Information and Broadcasting), 
more than 80% of the staff whereof have acquired the 
working knowledge of Hindi :— 

1. Doordarshan Kendra, Dibrugarh 

2 Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Nandyal 

3. Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Baroda 

4. Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Dwarka 

5. Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Faizabad 

6 . Doordarshan Maintenance Centre, Faizabad 

7. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Gauri Ganj 
(Amethi) 

8 . Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Sultanpur 

9. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, 
Rai Bareilly 

10 . Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Lai Ganj 
(Pratapgarh) 

11. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Rudauli 
12 Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Jagdishpur 

[F. No. E -11017/6/2010-Hindi] 

___ PRIYAMVADA, Director (O. L.) 

jmm term 
%^tt fimm) 

(TP3PTTCT To) 

M 29 *TT?f, 2010 
W.3TT. 907— TKGK, T&m\ (TW ^ 

^ fro #r) Pm, 1976 ^ Pm, io ^ mPm 
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(4) ^ wgrm 3 wmn ^ srr fa 

Tlf^T *H<£d 7TWH, Rlfafl ^ R^A ^OMlci"-! 

ST^faR*! Rt-tleifism 10 wRw'l ^ 7TWT3rf "3^ 
^7 4 fsplA' 80% ^ Slfaiff dh^lM ^ chi4^t^ 
*TH Wd faPIT i, SrftRjfad <*>«A f :- 


^ *u<£a #1H, i 

II, ‘3^, ^ Rtrfl 


56-57, 


D vfTRT 

i. Tifei ttrth, wi«j Tm, *wV<sk 
3TRK W, SdltfMK -211108 (^.TJ.) 

Z Tlf^I TR^kT 7TT*TFT, 9ft < u iqU hR«<, ^Fts- 
^e^,^nj-J81I22 

3. TTf^I TTPfcT 7TF9TR, $ft ^T^RT, ^t, 

33^1-752001 

4. Tlf^F WFftf TTWPT, ^c||^ fa^- 

3<MI£«HW1, f^TT-1^7, ^T^T-680551 

5. TTfas^T #H, dtsH3> 4fUTC, f^TTTrT 

WiZ-4, iMt ^PR, eKsH <*>-226010 (3/ST.) 


6. Ttfet f^fTd 7TWH, TR, 

w, WF-302Q18 (xrawpr) 

7. Tlt^f TPP1FT, TMfa RlTFR, 
t^TT-f^TTR^T, ^fe-577139 

8. Tlfel TT^fTcT "TR^TH, Wit TItHT, TTTR- T TTcft, 

177108 

9. Tlf^RT ■Hf^d #?R, RfW RfRR, 1-7/62, 3TtTT 

<+>ldHl, -M<0 + RtWT-432016 OR.*.) 

10. Trf^T TTFJkT TR87H, ^.^.7T^RT TTFfTrl felFTfe, 
■qr^f hRek, TR7. ^.RR.T^f. 3TR. RRr^l, faUT faf?R, 
g^-400077 (R^RF?) I 

[4 iioii-i/ 20 io-um^} 

TUT. 3TfdrTT 'Hd.HMR ^Pt, TP^RT 


MINISTRY OK HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Higher Education) 

(O, L. Division) 


New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


S.O. 907.— In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of RulelO 
of the Official I .anguage (Use for Official Purposes of the 


Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
the Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan (Deemed University), New 
Delhi Headquarter under the Ministry of Human Resource 
Development, and it following 10 Campuses, as the Offices, 
whose more than 80% members of the staff have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi:— 

I Headquarter 

l. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan (Deemed University), 
56-57, Institutional Area, Janakpuri, New 
Delhi-110058 

II Campus 

1. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Ganganath Jha 
Parisar, Chandershekhar Azed Park, 
Allahabad-211108 (U.P.) 

2. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Shri Ranvir 
Parisar, Kot-Bhalbal, Jammu-181122 

3. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Shri Sadashiv 
Parisar, Puri, Orissa-752001 

4. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Guruvayur 
Parisar, Post-Puranatukkra, District Chittoor, 
Kerala-680551 

5. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Lucknow 
Parisar, Vishal Khand-4, Gomti Nagar, 
Lucknow-226010 (U.P.) 

6 Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Jaipur Parisar, 
Triveni Nagar, Gopalpura Byepass, 
Jaipur-3020 i 8 (Rajasthan) 

7. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Rajiv Gandhi 
Parisar, Post-Shringeri, Distt-Chikmangloore, 
Karnataka 

I 

,8. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Garli Parisar, 
, Gram-Garli, Post-Paragpur, Distl-Kangra, 
Himachai Pradesh-177108 

9. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Bhopal Parisar, 
E-7/62, Arera Colony, Near Sain Board, Bhopal 
432016 (M.P.) 

10. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, K.J. Somayya 
Sanskrit Vidyapeeth Mumbai Parisar, S.LM.S.R. 
Buliding, Vidya Vihar, Mumbai-400077 
(Maharastra). 

[No. 11011-1/20 iO-O.LU.] 
DR. ANITA BHATNAGAR JAIN, Jt. Secy. 


1 "T.T!" 




I ti'V'WPf I HIM 


nr 



V 


I Ml- »* 


di 


[gnil—3(ii)] _ : 3^ 10,2010/^1 20, 1932 !771 

<smW1ckii Thihc^, 73TEJ 3ftT W^STf-lcR famui TT^TeT^ 

( nmc} fy'Mwi) 

Wrtt 

^ Rcnl, 25 TTT^, 2010 

^T.31T. 908.-TOft^-m^^tfWT ( 1987 (] ) ^^ (73) ^ 30pm V,d<ff K1 

^TTcTT t fsR HRcfa i?FTOf ^ 30ppt 3 ^ f far M t 3^T WTB M t : 

_ 

TOT ^ TTSm "HFI II, fd^ufl 

3,3w (ii) 3m.3n. 
wn ajk ftfa y^ifvid 


0) (2) (3) (4) 


1 

3T^Tp 1667:1981 zfat ^ 
f¥*lftd (^FRTJTttW) 

m.3TT. TRs^TT -4242 
fafe : 8-12-1984 

3TT^Tp j008 : 2004 

-£m 

2 

3T1$ Tp 7464:1988 sfe 4 

^TTF 7 ! FT^ cnelT ^fj| m 3JRI 
(MO-foMv (WTT^TTt^ri) 

^T.3TT. wn -1552 
fafa : 2-6-1990 

3^ ip 7463 : 2004 
^<1 'sxfnr 

^TcTT m 3TTZI- fc^ife 
(Tpn ^^ 1 ) ^srcr 
3lfd*r^d 

3 

wi Tp 7999:1998/3d W 3^ 

5494:1978 

^ "TOO ^ Pidm 

(W^TT ^oftaFT) 

^l.3ll. WTT -1743 
fafa: 5-9-1998 

3TTf ip 3Tf ^H=h 

4 

3TlfTp 8574;1977 

Tpt afa m 7cn 

(MfcRT) 

^T.3TT. WI-2118 
fM«T: 9-8-1980 

3TT^ Tp 9629 : 2004 
hcmi m arm, m 

- faRfilw (w 
^ gra 

3fefMd 

5 

3*t£ Tp 8806 :1978 4o 

Ofrfta) oft 

fsifvifM 

m.3Tl WIT -2586 

Wv : 19-7-1986 

3TT^ ip 1008 : 2004 

- &Mh 

(W* ^ 

37fd^fm 

6 

3TT|tp 9194:1979 ^FT^T 

4 TOtO ^fg m 3TTE1 

mar. 2322 

: 3-' 7 -1982 

snf Tp 7463 : 20C4 
afmd 315^ ■# ^#1 7?n 
toi % m wsf- 

(TpTT ^ ^.j 

3ifnshfnn 

7 

3nfTp 10524:1982/3^ Tpatf 

3983:1977 3HH sfcc 3T0T3! TNl^f 

3 3T^R-TprfeRT OtofafV 00 

m.3TT. #1 -3668 
: 28-10-1986 

3Of Tp 30 tU'-Ri 
?T u^i ^ 


g^n?f. 7^ fed M (^f) 

wsm ^ 3fk tiH^> 


1117 Gl/10—2 
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STl^TrR 10834:1984 


^n.3TT. TIM -0135 
Wv : 17-1-1987 


9629:2004 
cRT 3TRT, •mTT ^71 
3?R Tm: q-; i 
- M?Tfe (Tn'f^TT 
^ar 7 !) ^ SET 


-- - ' :THfni/[rin-128] 

TTR ‘TT^’ (W3 #0 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

SO 908.-ln pursuance ofclause(b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1087 it is 
hereby notifies the Indian Standards, particulars of which are mentioned in the Schedule given hereafter, have been 
cancelled and stand withdrawn: 

SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 


No. & Year of the Indian 
Standard Cancelled 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


IS 1667:1981 Specification 
for toffees (Second Revision) 


IS 7464:1988 Wheat flour (maida 
for use in bread industry- Specification 
(First Revision) 


:0T 


IS 7999:1988 'ISO 5494:! 978 Sensory 
analysis-Apparatus—Tasting glass 
liquid products (First Revision) 

IS 8574:1988 Specification for mai/e 
suzi or rava (Semolina) 


IS 8806:1988 Specification for pai 
goods confectionery (dragees) 


S.No. & Date published 
in the Gazette oflndia 

Part 11, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii) 

Remarks 

(3) 

(4) 

SO. No, 4242 

Superseded by and 

Dated: 8-12-1984 

amalgamated with IS 
1008:2004 Sugar boiled 
confection«r>- Specification 
(Second Revision) 

SO. No. 1553 

Superseded by and 

Dated : 2-6-1990 

amalgamated with IS 
7463:2004 Wheat Hour for 
use in bakery industry 
Specification (Second 
Revision) 

SO. No. 1743 

Adopted ISO standard 

Dated: 5-9-1990 

has been withdrawn 

SO. No. 21! 8 

Superseded by and 

Dated: 9-8-1980 

amalgamated with IS 
9629:2004 Maize atta. maize 
maida, maize su/.i- 
Spec ill cation ( First 
Revision) 

S.O. No. 2586 

Superseded by and 

Dated: 19-7-1986 

amalgamated with !S 
1008:2004 Sugar boiled 
confectionery- Specilicatiot 
(Second Revision) 
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6 


7 


8 


IS 9194 : 1979 Specification for Wheat 

flour for use in cake 

industry 


IS 10524:1982/lSO 3983:1977 
Colorimetric determination of alpha- 
amylase activity in cereals 
and cereal products 

SS 10834 :1984 Specification for 
maize maida 


S.O. No. 2322 
Dated 3-7-1982 


S.O. No. 3668 
Dated: 25-10-1986 


S.O, No. OS 35 
Dated: 17-1 -1987 


S.C.KHOSLA, S 


Superseded by and 
amalgamated with IS 
7463:20Q4 ‘ Wheat flour use in 
bakery industry—Specification 
(Second Revision) 

Adopted ISO standard 
has been withdrawn 


Superseded by and 
amalgamated with IS 
9629:2004 Maize atta, maize 
maida, maize suzi- 
Specificalion (First 
Revision) 

(Ref: FAD/G-128! 
ientist F & I lead (Food & Agrl.) 


iTOft, 5 STSfo, 2010 

^iT.3TT. 909.—TOTfa fWT, 1987 fTO3 7 TR TO 17 (j ) <£ (73 ) ^ 4 

^ ^SKI 3#T^RT TOTT f % T{ f^r T^f TfFT^ (spi) Ti 3WR TOn TOJ/fTO to # : 

^ 73. TMffrcT TOffrT TOTO ^ TOftTO ^ ^TTOT 33 K 

WTT 3rk cpf 


fM*r 


_ __ (2) _(3) .... " (4) 

i ^33 4246:2002 srfTO ^rfRTO FTOTO 2, 133^2010 ~ 

M* ^ TO 3TTOT 2009 

Wife (W ^Rhjnr) 

FT TT^TT^Rt ^ yfd^i TOTfa HM«ti TORT TOT, 9, ^5t$< W TOR TOf, ^ 10002, TOfkTOT ; 

RtRTOTT, TOTOTO, %=Tlj, <WT TOTT TOTTOTOI: 3TOTOK, TOeffc, 'qfaTR ; TJ^I^T^T, 

tTOTO, TOTJC TOTOJT, TOTOJ3, TORT, ^ 3T«TT *T fTOTt ^ f I 

[3SM :Tn?.i^Mt-2:l J 

fa. tot, 'to' To TO 3 (fa^F* TOtfroffa) 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.O. 909.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)ofRule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987 the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 


the Schedule hereto annexed has been issued: 

SCHEDULE 


SI.No. 

No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards 

No. and Year of the 
amendment 

Date from which the 

amendment shall have 

effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) " 

(4) 

1 

IS 4246:2002 Domestic gas stoves 
for use with liquefied petroleum 
gases—Specification (Fifth Revision) 

Amendment No. 2 

August 2009 

1 April 2010 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards,Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmcdabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahali, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 

Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MHD/G-2:lj 

C. K. VEDA, Sc.-F & Head (Mechanical Engineering) 


5 Wfa, 2010 

3CT 910,—Wk qT^F ^ fWT, qR#4 qFF* 

^ ^TcTT t fa fTO qTTcfa ^ faTOT ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ * : 

__ 

•5^ ’Wlfqfl ‘HKcft^T ^ 5TTT irfcT^F^RT 

^ 37TOT 

H, WTT 3?ft 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) _ __ 

"1 3^ 278 :2009 tel it 3TT^ 278:1978 %f^T 

wrm cTTT ^ ^kt^K 7TR 

(^fr^TT T pRt^T) (cforcr 


(4) 

i 3jfo, 2010 


^ wihq ^H^ qro ^^ J 10002 , ^ = 

^ Tp(f 71841 +l4rf: 3^KT^, WTR, Wef, . 

WJ7, TOFJ7, T 3 ^ ^ rd^dH-dl^ 3 trot tg t I 

[TM :TTq.t^VA!-2:l] 


g. to. ^ (qffro ftiifofin) 


New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.o. 9|0._In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, \ '>87 the 

Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. No, and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 


No. and Year of Indian Date of Establishment 

Standards, if any. Super¬ 
seded by the New Indian 

Standard 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) ______ (4) 

I IS278:2009 Specification for IS278:1978Spccificalionfor 1st April, 2010 

Galvanized steel barbed wire for Galvanized steel barbed wire 

fencing (Fourth Revision) for fencing (Third Revision) 


Copy of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbm d also Branch 
Offices: Ahmcdabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahali, Hyderabad, Jaipui. Kanpur. Nagpur, 

Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:MHD/G-2:l| 

C. K. VIDA, Sc-F & Head (Mechanical Engineering) 


I »> jlfK! I I : ; .. : "..♦W.ffUM ■.—».* 
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^frfkroi sttr yi^Prfcb % wi 

29 TOf, 2010 


TO.3TT. 911,—TOTOT <UlP-19H 4 t 

A TO%T ^ 3lffcTTO TO 3T^T) 3TftrfWT, 
1962 (1962 TO 50) TOT 3 T9-TO (1) ^ 3T#T 
TOlt, TOT ^ TOTO, TOfl3 28-11-2009 3 rtcl TOT 
toto $ ^iFd^m ark yrf fei^ % toto 3rf^jro to. 
311. WTT 3219, TOft§ 23-11-2009 TO 3Tf^TO ^ 
3HN4 3Tj9^1 dl^TO-TO^I, faoTT-TOlTO, TO-TOTfTOT T? 


^ImRvH fafafe/TOTJeft ^ f<4'TOl ^ <eHj]P<d 
iftiei, ^7q< TO' 


3TTTOT «I>ImR*H P^iPh^-S, gKi,‘HtsMcilSi fWT^ ^ TOlpTO 
^ TOTt9 ^ 3lfTOR TO 3T#T TO^ ^ WA 3TTTO 


TOw^t qt; 


3?fcTOf <mh* 3Tf^TO^3rfTOTOh® 29-12-2009 
TOTT TO TOcTTO TO ^ Rf *lT; 

WT 3TTfTOKt 9 TOT Slfafw? 3ft TOT 6 
TO TO ( I ) ^ 3T*fa ^TOT 717TOT 3ft ft f; 

3TR 3Nt3 7RTO ft TOT Itftlft TO fTOR 3TO TO 
TOTO^ TO TOTTTOT FI TOTT ft fTO ^71 3TfTOpHT TOTW 
3T3^ft ft’ fafftfft^ ft TOTOftr TO 3lfTOR 3#m Itot 
*rni; 


313:, TO, TOftlTO TOTO7 TOT 3tMTOT 3ft TO 6 TOft 
TOTO (1) TO TO3 VlPfclftl TO TOlW TORft TO ftlw 
TOft t fTO WMTf3 fenft ^ %TT 3lfTOJTOT ft TOW 
TOTTjftl’ ft fafftR**! *jfft ft TOTOTftT ^ 3TfTOR TO 31^9 fTOTOT 
■TOT o I 


TO TOftlTO TUTOR TOT srfftfftroq TOft TO 6 3ft TO¬ 
TO (4) TO TO3 TlfTOTOT’ TO #1 TOlft f9, TO fftft?T ftftt t 
% TOT ^ ft TOTOTPT TO 3lfft3TO TOftfa TOTO ft fftlFcT iftft 
^ tototo fferor Tort toimT^h Mtof, A froroff 
71 ^ oTTO TOTTO TOT cTRfe ^ f¥?rT FtTO I 

TO^I-W Pncil-chlcrlK TTOT-'TOfro 


TO TO TOT Tl^TOI W ^TOTO 

TO-1TOF11. #TOTO TO TOf Rtel 

(0 (2) (3) (4) (5) 


TOTO^FTf 30/80 

30/P 
79 

TOFJZST 58/1 

I6/P-17 

32 


00 

26 

10 

00 

12 

96 

00 

W 

80 

00 

17 

(A 

00 

12 

60 

00 

13 

50 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

ftTOTOTTO 

38 

00 

05 

04 


155 

00 

03 

00 


155/P-37 

00 

10 

80 


155(233) 

00 

03 

42 


155/P-3 

00 

25 

56 

, 

155/P-58 

00 

01 

80 


155/P 

00 

09 

72 


155/P-11 

00 

23 

40 


155/P-13 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-15 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-14 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-64 

00 

03 

96 


155/P-12 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-36 

00 

10 

80 


15 5/P-88 

00 

19 

26 


155/P-74 

00 

40 

86 


155/P-95 

00 

07 

20 


49 

00 

01 

50 

TOnrofror 

9 

00 

01 

80 


23 

00 

19 

08 


15/11 

00 

10 

44 

frorofTORT 

34 

00 

03 

00 


5) 

00 

00 

75 


158 

00 

08 

28 

TO%fror 

85 

00 

10 

80 


1 

00 

06 

84 


20/1 

00 

09 

90 


69/P-15 

00 

27 

54 


69/P-16 

00 

32 

01 


77/2 

00 

11 

16 

IdOI^I 

52/1 

00 

16 

74 


103 

00 

05 

40 


104 

00 

09 

. 72 

frM^t 

32 

00 

03 

60 

TOferor 

152 

00 

04 

50 


154/2 

00 

01 

a) 


157 

00 

01 

(XT 


170 

00 

01 

32 


166/1 

00 

01 

80 
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Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


186 

00 

12 

60 


180 

00 

02 

00 


192 

00 

02 

00 


155/2 

00 

05 

40 


156 

00 

01 

44 


65/1 

00 

20 

70 


62/2 

00 

13 

50 


62/1 

00 

04 

32 


126/6 

00 

08 

10 


45 

00 

10 

80 

f?f^T 






81/6 

00 

13 

32 


100/2 

00 

09 

72 


129 

00 

21 

60 


[m U #17 


1/8/2008-3^^!] 




& Wl, 



MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 911.—Whereas by the notification of the 
Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3219, dated 23- li -2009 under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the Petroieum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 
relating to Taluka: Malur, District: Kolar, State: Karnataka 
annexed to that notification for the purpose of laying 
pipeline for the transportation of Petroieum Product from 
Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali 
to Devanguthi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 


lands shall instead of vesting in the Centra! Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

Taluka: Malur District: Kolar State : Karnataka 


Name of 

Survey 


Area 


the Village 

No. Sub- 
Division 

No. 

Hectare 

Are Sci 

j. Mtr. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Karadagurki 

30/80 

00 

26 

10 


30/P 

(JO 

12 

% 


79 

a) 

i>4 

80 

Karangutta 

58/1 

00 

17 

61 


16/P - i 1 

00 

12 

60 


32 

00 

13 

50 

Nidaramangaia 

Jo 

00 

05 

*>} 


155 

00 

05 

if! 


155/P-37 

00 

10 

80 


155(233) 

a) 

03 

17 


! 55/P 3 

(X) 

25 

56 


15 5/P-58 

00 

01 

SO 


155/P 

00 

09 

72 


155/P-ll 

00 

23 

40 


155/P-13 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-15 

00 

Of) 

12 

Nidaramangala 

155/P-14 

00 

06 

12 


!55 P-64 

00 

03 

96 


155/P-12 

00 

Of) 

12 


155 P-36 

00 

10 

80 


155 P-88 

00 

19 

26 


155/P-74 

00 

40 

86 


155/P-95 

00 

07 

20 


49 

00 

01 

50 

Kadasonna- 

9 

00 

01 

80 

halli 


23 

00 

19 

08 

Puramakana- 

15/11 

00 

10 

44 

halli 

Chikkashivara 

34 

00 

03 

00 

Doddaka- 

dathuru 

5! 

00 

00 

75 




TP 


HI* 






m II.- * 


[TOII-W^ 3(ii)J 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


158 

00 

08 

28 

Nachohalli 

85 

00 

10 80 


1 

00 

06 

84 


20/1 

00 

09 

90 


69/P-15 

00 

27 

54 


69/P-16 

00 

32 

04 


77/2 

00 

11 

% 16 

Lingapura 

52/1 

00 

16 

74 


103 

00 

05 

40 


104 

00 

09 

72 

Harohalli 

32 

00 

03 

60 

Madivala 

152 

00 

04 

50 


154/2 

00 

01 

00 


157 

00 

01 

00 


170 

00 

04 

32 


166/1 

00 

01 

80 


186 

00 

12 

60 


180 

00 

02 

00 


192 

00 

02 

00 


155/2 

00 

05 

40 


156 

00 

01 

44 


65/1 

00 

20 

70 


62/2 

00 

13 

50 


62/1 

00 

04 

32 


126/6 

00 

08 

10 

Hanumanaya- 

kanahalli 

45 

00 

10 

80 

Yeshavan- 

thapura 

81/6 

00 

13 

32 


100/2 

00 

09 

72 


129 

00 

21 

60 


[F.No. R-25011/8/2008-OR-I] 
B.K.DATTA, Under Secy. 

29RT4, 2010 

TO.3TT. 912,-TOTO k, 4^ TO^T 

Wttot 4 rtot 4 stT^ftr mi 3 t4t) 3#m 

1962 (1962 50) TO 3 4 TPT-RRJ (1)4 3T#T 
wt, tot 4 tto, cnte 28 - 11-2009 4 TOfv i d tot 
7RTO 4 44Pd4M 4k yi$Pd+ TO Hdld4 4 3#T^T1 

RTT.3TT. 7TTOT 3220 dkk^ 23-11 -2009 TO TO 3Tf^RT 4 


^TTO 37^4 ?ll^l-yddMId, f4dT-4kTR, TTO-TOTfTO 

4 44 4^1 P^h PdPH^, HHid) 4t kroldfl 4 

<TOjTdd. <±pHd<d, k J i<3< TO QdlfdTO 4rMKf 4 4T9^H 4#fir 
sTs«4d TOd WtRtH %fk££, 44 TO MI:?Mdl$d fkwk 4 
3 t45ft 4 fdR 7 jm4 j i 4 3tTtott mT 3 t4t mrk 4 srck 
3?m 4) 4n 4t 4; 

3^ tot TRm stfirgro 4144ri erkte 29 - 12-2009 
4t ^Rctt 4) 4Hd®9 to 4 ^ 4; 

3Tk ‘RTO mfrokt k TOT 3TM4FT 4t TO 6 4t 
^7 -to (1)4 3t#t 444 mro 4t fkkk ^ 41; 

4k 4 to toto: 4 tot kk4 rt faro to} 4 
J wm K TO tottot 4 to t f4 to srfercjTO 4 to« 
31^4 4 MhR^ 4k 4 wfkr to srfroR 3T^m 14m 

3RT:, 3R, 44kr 7RTO7 TOT arfkfTO? 4t TO 6 4t 
to-to ( 1 ) to tot mf4i4 to Rkkr ^ to mron 
to 4 t f4 TOTeTT|9 fkwk 4 tdR TO 3tf*RJTOT 4 T9TO 
3^4 4 faPiR* 4k 4' w4t 4 srfTOK mi 3 t4t fro? 

^Idl t j 

4k 44N ww< tot srfvkm 4 to 6 41 
^T-TO (4) TO TOT mfrom TO TOT tot to M?t 
4k t f4 tot 4 k 4 totot to srfkroT 4^k? trtot; 4 
4rf4r 4k 4 «pto ffero 3 tttot mrkkvH fdfkk^ 44 4 
tt 41 fkrorkf 4 ^ 4ro rtoto 4t to erkfe 4 fk%cT 
TOt i 


m^mT-gdTOd fro-TOTR tito-to^to 


to mr to 

7T%ut4/ 

4. 


4d9)d 

TO 


(D 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

TOrgro^r 20/3C 

00 

17 

48 

WTPJTT 

34 

00 

04 

30 


35 

00 

05 

30 


43 

00 

04 

00 






TOisieR'd 

60/P-40 

00 

06 

68 

TOi^iPki 

68 

00 

09 

00 

R>TOT 

82 

00 

10 

44 







74 

00 

05 

56 


32 

00 

03 

16 






1778 


TIVd GAZETTE OF INDIA:APRIL 10, 2010/CHA1TRA20, 1932 


(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

( 5 ) 


117/2 

ai 

02 

00 


57/P 

00 

00 

77 


62 

00 

10 

26 


132 

00 

07 

90 


63/3 

00 

18 

• 27 


60/P-2 

00 

07 

20 


106 

00 

19 

80 


62 

00 

10 

26 


259/3 

oo 

03 

02 


34/9 

oa 

13 

50 


128/4 

00 

13 

02 


132/2P-2 

00 

02 

70 


34 

00 

03 

44 


31/4 

00 

02 

45 


48/2 

00 

13 

32 


[^1. TT. 3TTC-25011 /8/2008-3^3TR-l ] 
TtTT, 3^R 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 
S.O. 912.—Whereas by the notification of the 
Government of India. Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3220 dated 23-11 -2009 under sub-section (I) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to Taluka Mulbagal, District : Kolar, State ; 
Karnataka annexed to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product 
from Refinery ofChennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
Manali to Devanagulhi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazelle 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 


[Part II-Si c . 3 (ii)] 


And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in 
the Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

Taluka : Mulbagal District: Kolar State : Karnataka 


Name of 
the Village 

Survey 

No. Sub- 
Division 
No. 

Fleet arc 

Area 

Arc 

Sq. mtr. 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Kasuvugana- 

20/3C 

00 

17 

48 

halii 

Mylapura 

34 

00 

04 

30 


35 

00 

05 

30 

Puliobare- 

43 

00 

04 

(X) 

ddyhalli 

Sangona- 

60/P-40 

00 

06 

68 

dahalli 

Padakasli 

68 

00 

09 

00 

Kurubaracha- 

82 

00 

10 

44 

dumanahalli 


74 

00 

05 

56 


32 

00 

03 

16 

Channapura 

117/2 

00 

02 

a) 


57/P 

00 

00 

77 


62 

00 

10 

26 


132 

00 

07 

90 

Yadahalli 

63/3 

00 

18 

27 


60/P-2 

00 

07 

20 


106 

00 

19 

80 


62 

00 

10 

26 

Urukunteniitturu 259/3 

a) 

03 

02 


34/9 

00 

13 

50 

Minijenahalli 

128/4 

00 

13 

02 


13 2/2 P-2 

00 

02 

70 


34 

00 

03 

44 


31/4 

00 

02 

45 


48/2 

00 

13 

32 


[F.No. R-25011/8/2008-OR-1J 
B.K.DATTA, Under Secy. 


ff 


v« ■' nt* "If ■' * 




•nr 




nt« : «ifi 


,i T"rr 1 


f 


•Hi» i 



[toiito^ 3(h)] 
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29 W$, 2010 

3 sr.3*r. 913 .—44q trto 4 37 k 

WW (^f*T 3 TO4 ^ 3}fTOR qq 3T#T) STfafWT 
1962 (1962 qq 50) qft TO 3 qft TO-TO (1)4 3T#T 
TOt, TOT 4 TOR, cTTfe 28-11-2009 4 TPhlftld TOT 

TOFR 4 MfTOT 3?R yi^pTO TOTTO 4* 3lf^TO 

^T.3TT. TT^fT 3221 cTTfter 23-11 -2009 TO TO SlfaTOT 4 
3TJ*f4 7TTc[qq-q44, fTO-qrfaR, TO-TOfe^ 
4 to 4rfroR +mlhw faf4§, wm\ 4t from4 4 
TOjfe TO ^»ifd<W TOf4’ 4 qfoiSH 4 ferr 

$Ts^ 3TRd ^1 'hR?m [dfn^, 44 TO TORTO RtTO 4 
3J#3R 4 iTO TOTkT 4 3?fTOR qq 3T5fa qq4 4 34 
3TTTO q4 TORI 4f 8ft; 

3fR TOT TOR 3Tf^TO^RfTOcTRte 29-12-2009 
^Tl TOTT qq TOTO TO 4 ^ 4; 

4 WT TJTfTOTd 4 TOT 3TMTO? qft TO 6 q4 

Tq-TO (1)4 3T#T 4^fa RTOR ^t f Vfit 4 4 t; 

ark 44q mro 4 tot Rto qr fqqR to 4 
TORcf TOTTO FT TO t % w 3TO£TO 4 TOR£ 
3pFl4 4 fqfqf4^ *jfq 4 totRt qq arfTOR srfaq fro 

RRT; 


3R:, 3R, TOtq TOTH TOT 3TfqfTOT 4t TO 6 q4 
to-to (i) to tot Rfrot qq #i qq4 m ^ kTOn 
wt i fq> MisHdisi fro4 4 fro aqfsRjro 4 to^ 
3tF£ 4 4 fqfqfro 4 totpt 4 srfqqqr qq 3 t4t fro 

TOTT 4 I 


4k ch^l-q fKchK TOT SlfafTO? 4t TO 6 q4 <RTO' 
(4) TO TOT ¥ I fad 4 qq TOf 144? 44 t f4 

tot *jf4 4 TOfm qq 3rfTOR 4^ki TRqqq 4 fq%q 44 4 
tor 4fTO tor toT^h fkftro 44 4 fTO-omT 4 
qpR 4qq m+ivh qq ^;toRsi r tq%?r tot i 


TOpq-TOTO fRcTT-°h)dR XTO-TO^TO 


qfq qq bin 

TT^TOTT/ 





TT. 

TO7R 

TO 

q^f 4 vT 

(1) 

(2) 

P) 

(4) 

(5) 

c|l<&l$letrl 

66 

00 

11 

70 


3 

00 

M 

32 

qqH^fcrT 

41/11 

00 

01 

46 


73 

00 

01 

50 


43 

00 

06 

66 


59/42 

00 

05 

94 


(1) 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

qmfrcT 

57/2 

00 

12 

06 


75/1 

00 

06 

66 

TOTOTfTO 

sea 

00 

06 

66 


26/8 

00 

09 

00 

3151^ 

131/491 

00 

13 

04 


131M-78 

00 

10 

00 


131/471 

00 

09 

54 

qrwfrcT 

25/1 

00 

15 

30 

3#FTH1^vT 

100 

00 

14 

40 

sTTOftror- 

62/2 

00 

08 

10 






TfTTeT^et 

72/41 

00 

40 

50 


134/1 

00 

01 

10 


20 

00 

28 

62 


[qn. U TO-25011/8/2008-3TI31R-1 ] 
«ft, q', "TO, 3TcR TTfqq 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


S.O. 913.—Whereas by the notification of the 
Government of India. Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3221 dated 23-11 -2009 under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right-of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to Taluka Bangarpet, District : Kolar, Stale : 
Karnataka annexed to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product 
from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (I) of section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, m exercise of the powers conferred 
by seb-^uien (I) of Section 6 of the said Act. 'flic 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in tH 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this no ilscgtlor? 

is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Centra! 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 


1117 GI/10—3 
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[Part II — Site 3(H)] 


SCHEDULE 

Taluka: Bangarpct District: Kolar State : Karnataka 

Name of Survey..^ re .g- 

the Village No./Sub- Hectare Are Sq.mtr. 

Division 
No. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Vadandahalli 

66 

00 

11 

70 


J 

00 

04 

32 

Kamandahalli 

41/11 

00 

01 

46 


73 

00 

01 

50 


43 

00 

06 

66 


59/P-2 

00 

05 

94 

Mavahalli 

57/2 

(X) 

12 

06 


75/1 

a) 

06 

(6 

Nayakarahalli 

56/2 

00 

06 

66 


26/8 

00 

09 

00 

Vatrakuntc 

131 /P-91 

a) 

13 

04 


131 /P-78 

(X) 

10 

00 


13 l/P-71 

00 

09 

54 

Bavarahalli 

25/1 

(X) 

15 

30 

Aniganahalli 

100 

00 

14 

40 

Akshanthara- 

Gollahalli 

62/2 

00 

08 

10 

Mugalabelc 

72/P-l 

00 

40 

50 


134/1 

00 

01 

10 


20 

00 

28 

62 



[F.No. R- 

-25011/8/2008-OR-i] 


B. K DATfA, Under Secy. 


^1^,29^,2010 


■g^T.OT. 914.-kkW R, klleUR STR 73RR 

^ M d| ^ -MF1 k RTT STSfa) 3#THRR, 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) k VRT 3 k RRRTR (1) ^ 

~iKt, RRcl k RDm, RRM 28 -1 1-2009 R* RRTTCTtT RRR 

k kkMm 3fo ki k sting™ 


^l.OT. 3222 RRRsT 23-1' -2009 ^HT RR R 

spjk RTpR-kkR, Mrn-keiR, R 

-%A ktfcm ^>mT(vR fuPHte , rrfrt k R+sfi R <q j iM 


kfira, wp cEE RRfk ^ k fM 

arto Mks, kk ot ^ ^ 

k kiR WTPl k 3#4R7R RR 3P?S a RR <*; 3T9R 3TT5?! T R7 

km k RT: 


3 k 753vU ’{DST^ srffcEJ^RTk klRl kM 29-12~i009 
k RR k M k; 

sk RSFP '5Tftek1 R RRR 3 TT^Pi 4 R k SRTl 6 k 
-jq„.^ ( 1 ) % 31k 7 ! k^R ER^TI k ftnte R k ■?; 

3 k kkq raek r ott r< 

TT^ ns w*R is 7 trt t fk ^1 kkjRR* R 
3T3^ 3 Mkfre kR R RRkT arftrak sfe 

RTRj 

3ra :> kkk rttr; kkm k vri 6 k 

^[-^RT (1) gHl RRR kkk RR 3RTF1 R>k 1^ ^ 

^kffk kkjRRT r ttt*s 

a fkkk? Rk R wki k kwr Rn snfa fkn 

*m t i 

ak kkR RRnK ^jr -rWrtr k rir 6 k 3 R ? IR 1 
(4 ) stct rtr kkk rr RRto ir Mr kft ? tk 
■3^ t[ ■^RRt'l 4R 3 TfR^R kkk TRRiR R M k 
7fm item 3krR R.i l -iik'R fMM, kk R Rk Errftri 
7^ TpT k^R RRRtTR kt RTk3 k Mi #n 1 

^5^1-krRR’ fkeR-kldK TT^-RRiM 


Rk RTR 

T&m w 





R. 

kfkR 

ip 

m ikR 

0 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

srtTpR 

\ 59 /? 

00 

15 

a) 

kRRTRTfM 






167/1 

00 

(X) 

00 


86 I 

00 

03 

24 


78 

00 

02 

34 


85 

00 

15 

(6 


.34/5 

a) 

03 

10 


[Rp. R. 3TR-250 i 

11/8/2008 

3TT31R 1 i 


k. k. rri, RRf rM 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 914. —Whereas by the notification ol the 
Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3222 dated 23-11-2009 under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Wight of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 ot 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to Taluka : Kolar, District: Kolar, Slate : Karnataka 
annexed to that notification for the purpose ol laying 
pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product from 


?• 4 


«MM-> ’lifttl I I 1 ' WP >'|| < ( • H"» ■"Wf 
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TOT 7T44? : sm 10, 2G10/TO 20, 1932 


! "a. 


Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali 
to Devanguthi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-seaum (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the .said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, The Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

Taluka: Kolar District: Kolar ' Stale : Karnataka 


Name of 
the Village 

Survey 

No./Sub- 

Division 

No. 


Area 


Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mtr. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Agraharasomar- 

159/2 

00 

15 

00 

asanahalli 






167/1 

00 

09 

00 

Millamalahalli 

86/1 

00 

03 

24 


78 

00 

02 

34 


85 

00 

15 

66 


34/5 

00 

03 

!0 


[F.No. R-25011/8/2008-OR-l] 
B. K. DATTA, Under Secy. 
TffTOt, 29 TO, 2010 

44 . 34 . 915 ,- TOfa 47447 A, TO TOTO 

WW (’Jpr 4 3qTO A 3TfW7 44 TOO TOfWT, 
1962 (1962 44 50) A VT7T 3 A 39-TO ( I) ^ 3tTO 
TO, TOT 43 7R44, TOTO 28-11-2009 A ychl^ld TOT 


47447 A TO TO TOTO 44 TOTOf fi 

44.34. 3223 WTT TOTO 23-11 -2009 TO 34 3tfTOj44T T 

744-43TOfc tf AA TOiTTH PlPlk, 44Tcft 44 

iTOTO 3 TOjfe 3fTOeT, TOepF TO TOrfTOt 34FT! A 
TO?4 4T TOt ffTOr 34441 444^744 fTOTO, TO TO 
4Il?T4n?4 fTOl A TOM4 A fTO; 3 MAPI A 3tfTOT7 431 

3tTO TO A 3pr atm At TOm A A; 

3TI7 '344 7T344 TO AAA 4RH4 29- ; 2 -2009 

7R7TT TO 'STRcTS? 44 A TO A; 

An 433(4 TOTO 4 344 TOTOTO A TO h TO; 
w-m (i)A 3? 334 TOTO mm A TO TO 

Ax Am mm A 344 t At 47 ton 4 <4 4 

4T4Tri. 44T4FT vTI 44T t A 54 SlfaTfFN A 3TO4f 

A 1 TOTO A TOpi ^ TOTO A 44 

4T4; 


314:, 3*4, TOTO 47447 344 TOTOl A :Kl 6 43 
34-TO (i) m 444 Vif444T 44 TOl 434 fQ. An TO 41 
4Rcft t fe" 4j'$qdI5H ftTO 41 tcR 54 3tf47J44T 31 3RTO 
3R3J4T fr ferPifTOv 4 31414 A 3tfTOR 44 3T3R fTOl 
RT4I t i 


3ik TOTOq mm 344 arMm 4ft to 6 44 39 
TO (4) TO TlfTOTO 44 TOt TO fq fTOn 44T t 
fTO 344 3 34414 44 3tf444T TOTO 74447 A frfef TO 

TO 43T4 TO44 3444 4TOTO fTOTO, TO A TO ITOtTO 
A '^44 Tor 44TIYR A 54 41TO TO fTO TO I 

4Tg44-TOTO TOt-4TOr TF4-4Rfe4» 


4T4 44 TO rTOrT A/ TORT 

34 - 74 °^ ft. TOTO 447 TO 4137 


(I) (2) (3) (-1) (5) 


4444ft 36 

84 

38/2 

79/1 

56/4 

44/5 

44/4 

44/3 

7) 

38/1 

37 


00 

13 

14 

*00 

16 

56 

00 

17 

10 

ai 

03 

60 

00 

06 

66 

00 

05 

76 

00 

05 

40 

.00 

05 

76 

00 

24 

30 

00 

08 

46 

00 

71 

18 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


98 

00 

18 

00 







32/2 

00 

06 

30 


23/4 

00 

05 

76 


23/3 

00 

03 

96 


85/it 

00 

83 

52 


6/2 

00 

13 

50 


6/3 

00 

12 

06 


40/1 

00 

34 

20 


59 

00 

11 

30 


63 

00 

46 

80 

icKMk^- 

20 

00 

21 

06 







21/2 

00 

21 

60 


21/1 

00 

16 

38 


23 

00 

09 

00 


24 

00 

40 

22 


25 

00 

32 

22 


26 

00 

05 

76 


27 

00 

18 

54 


134 

a) 

16 

74 


58/it-18 

00 

08 

30 


[TJH, XT. 3TR-2501 l/8/2008-3ft3IR-I] 


New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.o. 915. —Whereas by the notification of the 
Government of India. Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3223 dated 23-11-2009 under sub-section (1 > of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 ol 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to Taluka Hoskote, District: Bengaluru Rural, State: 
Karnataka annexed to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product 
from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 


[Part 11 Sic. 3(ii)| 


And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 ol the said Act. 1 he Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of usci in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


Taluka: Hosakote District: Bangalore Rural, Slate: Karnataka 


Name of Survey 

the Village No./Sub- 

Division 
No. 

Hectare 

Area 

Arc 

Sq. mtr. 

o) a) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Bommanabonde 36 

00 

13 

14 

84 

00 

16 

56 

38/2 

00 

17 

10 

79/1 

00 

03 

60 

56/4 

a) 

06 

66 

44/5 

00 

05 

76 

44/4 

(X) 

05 

40 

44/3 

00 

05 

76 

79 

00 

2! 

30 

38/1 

00 

08 

46 

37 

00 

7i 

18 

Kajihosahaiii 98 

00 

[X 

00 

Banahaiil 32/2 

(X) 

06 

30 

23/4 

00 

05 

76 

23/3 

00 

05 

96 

Paramanahaili 85/P 

00 

83 

52 

Tarabahalli 6/2 

00 

13 

50 

6/3 

00 

12 

06 

40/1 

00 

31 

20 

59 

00 

11 

30 

63 

00 

-u 

80 

Devaragollahalli 20 

00 

21 

06 

21/2 

00 

21 

60 

21/1 

00 

16 

38 


r 


i't*> i 


1 i*l "If f > * 


Tf 


•ip" 


i n H |I 




< II' * 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 


Kattiscnahalli 


23 

24 

25 

26 
27 
134 

5X/P-I8 


00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 


09 

40 

32 

05 

18 

16 

08 


00 

22 

22 

76 

54 

74 

30 


[l : .No. R-25011/8/2008-OR-l] 

B. K. DAITA, Under Secy. 

R t 29 W$, 2010 

RR.31T. 916.-^#4 6KR>K RTl RF RefteT FlcTT t 

R RT 3TTR3RRT 1? % R3R 4 MdlPd^H 

r>nR>h Mrts, rr#t Rfi R^hO r ^ch*jR aRm, ^rm 
RR> <j<RK4i R> 9 ft ^£4 R> Rrt 

ttM^RT RT jf&R aim -efilHRsH 

sir ww ftrari rtUr ; 

3TR c b'-s{) , 4 R1RTR R>T d'+d ^15 Men I $4 fRIST^ 4 ydM4 
RTRVdR TTcfm 4m t ^ ft WPT^T 

feR RH RR 3TRTFR t 3TK ftl ^3 3 tRrJ^R 1 ft RrRR 

srpjRi ft Rf*m t, wtPt Ri artem mi ar^fa tor mm.; 

3RT: 'RR, R>r3r RTRTR, ftiifcidH 3ffk H!$9c4l$H 

( ^jfR ft TWO <ft 3TfRR7R RnR44) arftrftfRR 1962 ( 1962 
R4 50) RTT RRT 3 RTl 3R-RKI ( 1 ) £RT TTR VlRkl4f R^T #1 
RRR ^2, <5R *jfft ft Z^F] 4 3TPrRTR RT[ RR4 4 

3RR 3TTR mt WH RRefi t ; 

RTC *41*1, RT TRR aRpjftt ft Rf% i^fft ft PgrN.4 t, 
~5R RTCftR ft, fftR<ftt TRR aftftfRRR RTl R1R 3 R^t RR-RIR 
( I ) ^ 3TfaR TO 35 RRRR ft RRT R+lFvid ?R arftRJRRT 
R3 R%RT RTTOT mTeTT RH d9d®R RRJ ftt mTeft ft, ftRRTR f^T 
m Rim mr m ftft ww ^ rrr ft # ftp 
miRR, wm Riterd, ftfmn aim ^nTUh Rfe 

IHR. 3TR RrnTR WR1T?R qRftl*Hl, R. 10, faj-fft-RR 
Rrz, TRTfft^Rf, clRl<rH 1^-602001 RH f^RsM RR 

R 37T^R RR RRRT1 I 


ciiojr>i m^RTHT? fmn-tmRT^T urn rPhrmi^ 


RTR RT RTR 

RR^RT r. 

3R 

RRR 

TJR7 

mf 


R. 

R. 



Rim 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

94. 

207 

n 

0 

04 

6! 

RRRTR 

278 

3Rt 

0 

01 

(X) 

95. RrmfReTTOR 269 

3 

0 

01 

(X) 


269 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

76. ^jgfeRRm 

R 54 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 

74. 3TTRfWRP£[85 

2Ri2 

0 

01 

00 


240 

„ 

0 

03 

17 


238 

2 

0 

01 

32 


238 

1 

0 

02 

60 


221 

1 

0 

00 

74 


48 

- 

0 

.(X) 

55 


47 

- 

0 

IX) 

80 

73. ^RTRRRTR 

6 

2^ 

0 

01 

70 


6 

1 

0 

03 

50 


3 

„ 

0 

01 

(X) 

71. RR^TR 

2 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 

70. Rnm^l 

108 

- 

0 

05 

(A 

24. Rjl 

208 

- 

0 

05 

68 


657 

IRt 

0 

(X) 

60 


657 

iRqff 

0 

01 

94 

20. RRRRR4RT- 

15 


0 

05 

23 

RTeTTR 






21. TRfeRRRR 

137 

6 

0 

04 

64 


142 

1 

0 

05 

04 


251 

- 

0 

22 

68 


140 

- 

0 

07 

(X) 


226 

2 

0 

24 

84 


226 

1 

0 

10 

80 


225 

2 

0 

09 

72 


225 


0 

09 

36 


224 

5 

0 

OS 

M 


224 

4R 

0 

08 

57 


224 

1 

0 

08 

28 


235 

2 

0 

(X) 

80 


234 

1 

0 

17 

68 


250 

1 

0 

02 

63 

19. atem 

3 

1# 

0 

% 

80 


3 

2Ri 

0 

03 

24 


3 

3R 

0 

(X) 

59 


3 

5R 

0 

01 

80 


3 

5Rt 

0 

(X) 

40 


3 

4Rl 

0 

01 

58 


8 

3 

0 

01 

53 


8 

4 

0 

01 

43 


8 

5 

0 

(X) 

84 

16. aiRZTR 

230 

ITT] 

0 

(X) 

72 

RRRR 






13. RTRRRRTR 

84 

2 

0 

(X) 

40 


136 

11 

0 

(X) 

98 


142 

11 

0 

(X) 

40 


135 

10TT 

0 

(X) 

40 
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(1) 

(2) _ 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

12. WTO 

17 

1 

0 

02 

44 


17 

2 

0 

02 

13 


14 

|xx 

0 

00 

88 


44 

3 

0 

01 

00 


189 

3 

0 

02 

(X) 







HKni-rtredl^ 



TTT3 ^T[ "FTH 

1#^# 


^4dl 

X^R 

xsrf 


R. 

X^trg- R*. 


Rte7 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

31. 

425 

7 

0 

09 

45 


425 

8 

0 

00 

77 


425 

15 

0 

01 

34 


425 

2 

0 

01 

45 


425 

1 

0 

02 

24 


426 

10 

0 

00 

40 


428 

7^ 

0 

00 

40 


237 

i 

0 

03 

IX) 


216 

2# 

0 

03 

40 


216 

2^ 

0 

00 

80 

30. imz 

62 

9 

0 

00 

80 


62 

m2 

0 

01 

14 


62 

6 

0 

01 

98 


63 

9 

0 

(X) 

59 


63 

10 

0 

00 

SO 


63 

12 

0 

(X) 

69 


63 

8 

0 

(X) 

53 


64 

10 

0 

(X) 

40 


78 

6 

0 

(X) 

40 


78 

7 

0 

00 

40 


83 

2 

0 

02 

80 

21. XRT^ 

4 

2R 

0 

12 

20 


20 

2RT 

0 

02 

(X) 


20 

1# 

0 

01 

11 

7. #^pTT^ITR 457 

4 

0 

„ -,r,, ■ M. 

(X) 

40 

rTTcJ^n : mUTTM DTeF -TcR^k^. ^ 


Trra 'FT 4TR 

r. *3R- 

Xrfei 

TRR 

erf 

R. 




rfrfi 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

43. ehlfaHlfe 38 

11 

0 

10 

24 

41. 39 

4 

0 

02 

60 


39 

3 

0 

03 

17 


39 

6 

0 

00 

70 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

<51 

(6) 

40. 

44 

5 

0 

01 

10 

35. 

207 

10 

0 

00 

40 

33. 3TT^cRT 

250 

- 

0 

01 

(X) 


244 

2 

(} 

io 

20 


244 

4 

0 

07 

IX) 

25. 

256 

13# 

0 


48 


256 

14 

0 

/ ': : 

36 


256 

17 

0 

'H 

68 


256 

18 

0 


40 


256 

19# 

0 


22 


257 

15 

0 

iCJ 

40 


257 

16 

o 

{ ■( ? 

40 


159 

3# 

o 

; y> 

48 

26. rfmrfe 

161 

9 

0 

; p 

50 

14. aildlMPi 

274 

5 

ii 

? r \ 

53 

RRTTRX 

184 

2R 

o 


77 


184 

2# 

«' 


so 


270 

2# 

0 

0; 

75 


270 

2# 

o 

A) 

80 


270 

ITT 

0 


(X) 


270 

2R 

?} 

i 4 

25 

15. 9 

7 

0 

f Hi 

40 


9 

8 

0 

; h- 

13 

!2- ; 

* 201 

10 

0 

M 

25 


201 

w 

0 

• : >1 

70 


10 

4 

l) 

01 

58 


11 

s# 

0 

02 

88 


11 

s# 

{) 

05 

6) 


12 

l 

0 

(X) 

50 

<TT 


IT 7 ' 7 -! 

Tim^RTi 

Rrf ^1 ^ 

TrfaTF R. 


xrr 

oF! 


■WTg, R. TsP^ R. 



rffel 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

19. OMIRpTR 

12 

3X32 

0 

01 

50 


12 

3R3 

0 

07 

(XI 


12 

3X329 

0 

01 

(X) 


12 

3X324 

0 

08 

75 


12 

3X05 

0 

03 

67 


12 

3X06 

0 

tw 

40 

20. f^n- 

209 

12# 

0 

01 

50 


210 

1R 

0 

(X) 

90 


[tr. U 3TR-25011/11,2009- 3H3IR-1 | 
rf. W>, TFT, 3m 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 916.—Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of Petroleum product from Refinery of 
Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali in the State 
ofTamil Nadu to Dcvanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, a pipeline 
should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited, for 
implementing the. Chennai - Bangalore Pipeline Project. 

And Whereas, it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of 
User in the Land described in the Schedule annexed to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the Right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date 
on which the copies of this notification, as published in 
the Ga/ette of India are made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User 
therein, or laying of pipeline under the land to 
Shri B.Baskaran, Competent Authority, Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited, ATF&Chennai-Bangalorc Pipeline 
Project, No. 10, Thiru-vi-ka Street, Rajajipuram, Tiruvallur, 
Tamil Nadu -602 001. 

SCHEDULE 


1'aluka: Ulhukoltai District: Tiruvallur State; Tamil Nadu 


Name of 

Survey 

Sub- 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. 

the Village 

No, 

Division 



mtr. 



No. 




(1) 

(7) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

94. Annadhana- 

207 

3A 

0 

04 

61 

Kakavakkam 

278 

3C 

0 

01 

00 

95. Madavilagam 

269 


0 

01 

00 


269 

2 

0 

01 

00 

76. Perumudi- 

54 

2 

0 

01 

00 

vakkam 






74. Athangi- 

85 

2B2 

0 

01 

00 

kavanur 

240 

— 

0 

03 

17 


238 

2 

0 

01 

32 


238 

1 

0 

02 

60 


22! 

1 

0 

00 

74 


48 


0 

00 

55 


47 

— 

0 

00 

80 

73. Punnapakkam6 

2A 

0 

01 

70 


6 

1 

0 

03 

50 



— 

0 

01 

06 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

71. Mamballani 

2 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 

70. Kadharvedu 

108 

— 

0 

05 

64 

24. Meyyur 

208 

— 

0 

05 

68 


657 

1G 

0 

00 

60 


657 

IF 

0 

01 

94 

20. Korakkan- 

15 

— 

0 

05 

23 

thandalam 






21. Devanda- 

137 

6 

0 

01 

64 

vakkam 

142 

1 

0 

05 

04 


251 


0 

22 

68 


140 

--- 

0 

07 

(X) 


226 

2 

0 

24 

81 


226 

l 

0 

10 

80 


225 

2 

0 

09 

72 


225 

1A 

0 

09 

36 


224 

5 

0 

08 

64 


224 

4A 

0 

08 

57 


224 

1 

0 

08 

28 


235 

2 

0 

00 

80 


234 

1 

0 

17 

68 


250 

1 

0 

02 

63 

19. Odappai 


IB 

0 

06 

80 



213 

0 

03 

24 


-V 

J 

3A 

0 

(X) 

59 


3 

5A 

0 

01 

80 


.> 

5B 

0 

(X) 

40 



4B 

0 

01 

58 


8 

3 

0 

01 

53 


8 

4 

0 

01 

43 


8 

5 

0 

(X) 

84 

16. Attram- 

230 

1A1 

0 

(X) 

72 

bakkain 






13. Nambakkam 

84 

2 

0 

(X) 

‘Ml 


136 

11 

0 

(X) 

98 


142 

11 

0 

(X) 

40 


135 

10A 

0 

(X) 

40 

12. Nayapakkam 

17 

1 

0 

02 

44 


17 

2 

0 

02 

13 


14 

1A 

0 

(X) 

88 


44 


0 

01 

(X) 


189 

3 

0 

02 

(X) 

Taluka: Tiruvallur 

District: 

Tiruvallur 

State: Tamil Nadu 

Name of 

Survey 

Sub- 

1lectare 

Arc 

Sq. 

the Village 

No. 

Division 



mtr. 



No. 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


0 09 45 
0 00 77 


31. Vengal 


425 

425 


7 

8 







1786 THE GAZETTE OP INDIA: APRIL 


(i) 

(2)_ 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

31. Vengal 

425 

15 

0 

01 

34 


425 

2 

0 

01 

45 


425 

1 

0 

02 

24 


426 

10 

0 

00 

40 


428 

7A 

0 

00 

40 


237 

1 

0 

03 

00 


216 

2K. 

0 

03 

40 


216 

2J 

0 

00 

80 

30. Sembedu 

62 

9 

0 

00 

80 


62 

8A 

0 

01 

14 


62 

6 

0 

ot 

98 


63 

9 

0 

00 

59 


63 

10 

0 

00 

80 


63 

12 

0 

00 

69 


63 

8 

0 

00 

53 


64 

10 

0 

00 

40 


78 

6 

0 

00 

40 


78 

7 

0 

00 

40 


83 

2 

0 

02 

80 

21. Erraiyur 

4 

2A 

0 

12 

20 


20 

2C 

0 

02 

00 


20 

IB 

0 

01 

11 

7. Sendrayan- 

457 

4 

0 

00 

40 


palayam 


Taluka:Tirutiani District: Tiruvallur State: Tamil Nadu 


Name of 
the Village 

Survey 

No. 

Sub- Hectare 

Division 

No. 

Are 

Sq. 

mtr. 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

43. Kanchipadi 

38 

11 

0 

10 

24 

41. Panapakkam39 

4 

0 

02 

60 


39 

3 

0 

03 

17 


39 

6 

0 

00 

70 

40. Nedum- 

44 

5 

0 

01 

10 

baram 






35. Arum- 

207 

10 

0 

00 

40 

bakkam 






33. Arungulam 

250 

— 

0 

04 

00 


244 

2 

0 

10 

20 


244 

4 

0 

07 

00 


2010/CHAITRA20, 1932 


| Pari 11 

Six. 

3(n)| 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(51 

(6) 

25. Thalavcdu 256 

13B 

0 

00 

48 

256 

14 

0 

01 

36 

256 

17 

0 

01 

68 

256 

18 

0 

02 

•K) 

256 

19B 

0 

02 

Y) 

257 

15 

0 

(X) 

40 

257 

16 

0 

(X) 

•10 

159 

3C 

0 

02 

48 

26. Ponpadi 161 

9 

0 

02 

50 

14. Alameiu- 274 

5 

0 

01 

53 

mangapuram 184 

2A 

0 

11 

70 

184 

2B 

0 

08 

80 

270 

2C 

0 

01 

25 

270 

2B 

0 

(X) 

80 

270 

1A 

0 

17 

60 

270 

2A 

0 

14 

15 

15. Murukam- 9 

7 

0 

00 

40 

pattu 9 

8 

0 

04 

13 

12. Krishna- 201 

10 

0 

01 

25 

samudram 201 

8 

0 

01 

70 

10 

4 

0 

01 

58 

11 

8C 

0 

02 

88 

11 

8B 

0 

05 

60 

12 

1 

0 

(X) 

50 


Taluka: Pallipattu District: Tiruvallur State: 1 

ami! Nadu 

Name of 
the Village 

Survey Sub- Hectare 

No. Division 

No. 

Are 

Sq. 

mtr. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

19. Rama- 

12 

3A2 

0 

01 

50 

samudram 

12 

3A3 

0 

07 

(X) 


12 

3A29 

0 

01 

(X) 


12 

3A34 

0 

08 

75 


12 

3A35 

0 

03 

67 


12 

3A36 

0 

01 

40 

20. Krishnama- 209 

12C 

0 

01 

50 

rajakuppam 210 

1A 

0 

00 

90 


[F.No. R-25011 / ! 1 /2007-OR-I | 
B. K. DA'ITA, Under Secy, 
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< 9KcT BIT WTB : znileT 10, 20t0/^B 20, 1932 


1 787 


ftenl, 29 BT^, 2010 


New Delhi, the 29th March. 2010 


917.—BTB7R Bft ^ Wtcf eftzi t fBI 

b w ww t 

wt Bft ^ ^Bjf^Z ZfiftBeT, st'ieji BBT ft £1(6199 ZcOK-ft 


wuro’’ twif *rrft ^rfriT; 

3f^ e M < t B<B>K Bft ZBd BlSMdiSd fatfH ^ TO B? 
33TcHPFf7 TOl TO t f% ZB < ^fq B, TO fTO^ TO 

^T TOT? t TO jq bTOto B BTO 3PJ4JB) B' bTO f, 
ZBBTB ^ TOBIK BIT TO? fTO 


3RL 31?, TO) 9 B<B>K, ftzlTOd TO taTO BTTOTTT4 

(TO* fti ZmTO ^ BfaBTR BTT 3TO) 3TfVf^TSTR, 1962 (1962 
^T 50) Bft BRT 3 Bft ZB-BTB ( | ) gRT B^B TOTO BB WI 

TO fq, zb TO* "ft zTOr ^ bTOfr bit TOb to bi to 

3TTTOT Bft Wll TOt f; 

TO ^rfTO TO 3T^tpt ftf TOlB TO* B fTOS t, ZB 
clifttsJ 'ft NTOl ZBB 3tf*lfBBB Bft RTB 3 Bit ZB-RTB ( }) ^ 
Btffa BTBT ^ 7TBBB ft‘ W BBTOcT ?B TOrJBBT Bft TOfl 
BTTOT mn Bft BRI ?t TO f, ?fBBR7 f^T <£ ftTO ZB 

TO* ^ TO BTTOim fTOft c£ #1 ft 3ft TT? ^TOI , TTO 

?TfaB7Tft, ffe?B BTO BITTOh M?, ^ft-TOcJT q^Mell^ 
bTONOI, BBT^ftft B. 104, RcBeTT ZFBft, BT^ f?fTOB, 
fTO~517001, TOJ TO Bft fdfisld BB ft 3TTBB BB bTO I 


HScl : BTCBft fTOT : fBrJ7 BBJ ; 3TRI TOl 
BT? BIT BIB BftSTB B. 3TBTO 


S.0.917.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited. Manali to Devangulhi Terminal. Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited: 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act. 1962(50 of 1962). the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the laud described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the said Act. as published in the Gazette of India arc 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M. Babaian. Competent Authority. Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project. 
Apartment No. 104. Vatsala Towers. Naidu Buildings. 
Chittoor - 517 001, Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 

Mandal: Yadamari District: Chittoor State : Andhra Pradesh 


Name of the Survey ' _ Area 

village No Sub- Hectare Ares Sq. 

Division Mu. 



B. 

ZB- 

TsPBs 

B. 

^BBBT 

TO 

Bfe 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

(5) 

(6) 

62, *PIRiiHferl 

312 

— 

00 

28 

34 


320 

B 

00 

03 

64 


325 

1 

00 

06 

07 


320 

A 

00 

01 

21 

64, ft ft? HI fe 

249 

1DI 

00 

08 

50 

65, BKIMlft 

116 

5 

00 

04 

45 


427 

— 

00 

. 14 

17 


397 

6 

00 

07 

69 


430 

2 

00 

05 

26 


71 

IB 

00 

02 

43 


144 

1 

00 

30 

38 

66, 

53 

ID 

00 

04 

05 

■(r^sHC'd 







53 

2 

00 

03 

65 


77 

1 

00 

23 

49 


No. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

p) 

(6) 

62..langalapalle 

312 

— 

00 

28 

.31 


320 

B 

00 

03 

64 


325 

1 

00 

06 

iY r 


320 

A 

00 

01 

7! 

64, Periyatnhadi 

249 

101 

00 

OK 

5i* 

65 Yadamari 

416 

5 

00 

04 

4 3 


427 

— 

00 

14 

17 


397 

6 

0(5 

07 

W) 


430 

y 

00 

05 

.76 


7* 

IB 

00 

02 

.(? 

6(v Bud iilli- 

144 

53 

i 

If) 

00 

00 

ci- 

OI 


reddipallc 

53 

2 

00 

03 

65 


7? 

1 

00 

23 

•19 


(TO Bl 3TR-250ll/5/2007-3ft3TR-|] 


[V. No. R-25011/5/20O7-OIM; 


°ft. BT. BBT, 3TBT BN? 


B. K. DATTA. Under Secy. 
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[Part II 

SliC. 

3(ii)l 

^ 29 to 2 

010 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

■^T.3TT. 918,— dltol TTR7R 4F7} do 9did ?Tcfi t 

55, to^TT 

25 

3 

00 

21 

86 

tofed A' W 3J[W» t fa tot tofadd dtoto fafto 


142 

2 

00 

07 

28 

TffTdft dA fttoft A dFAdCl. 4^ dd^ A^PdW Trdto 



n 

nn 

(11 

21 

^ dffaR ^ to, s'fedd StTddl dTRTfad tod^S 5TO u to-to^T 


1 15 

/ 




RTdt dito; 



165 

8 

00 

01 

42 

to totd m fato to; ^ 


111 

2 

00 

33 

20 

addyddT Mid dtdT $ fa dR to A. ddd dl$Mdl$d fajld. 4H 


39 

17 

00 

0! 

21 

dH MdTd t to dfl to^MT A #1 3T^4l A told t, 


39 

? 

00 

02 

43 

dWl ^ 3TfTOT dd 3RB fadl dTTT; 





DO 

i [ 

34 

aid- tr torfa mw, to ton to toR WW 


*£(> 





(ufa ff ^fai ^ totor dd tor) 

arfafddd, 1962 (1962 


115 

4 

00 

04 

68 

^ 50) to drci 3 to ^-4 rt (i) srt Md toto m m 


115 

14 

00 

25 

00 

to ~m to A totd ^ atofdrrr 

M arrfd drrd ^ anrd 


19 

14 

00 

13 

82 

37T3T9 to Aid 11 !! dvTdt t; 



177 

6 

00 

27 

24 

todd, fa ddd a^to A tod to A P&d«<«& t, ^3 


165 

7 

00 

10 

98 

dufa A fagto ddd toAto to *m 3 to w-tm (1) ^ 







34^-fal dRd ^ TRdd A d*1T MdlAd fTT 3#33JddI to dfdAl 


214 

5 

00 

10 

98 

CTjvTTdd RddT to 41d«*4 dvd A Rldt t, Atom fad dT Afa dTT 


214 

6 

1)0 

05 

29 

^jfa dT fad -qigMdin f5T0H ^ #1 A' fa T(d ~WdT, WT 


108 

3 

00 

24 

39 

tjrfadTid, AAdd 3#«Td faMlfad fafafe, fafaddcjl HlSHdlSd 


39 

1 

00 

(H 

32 

faw^m. amto d. K)4, drdRi 

ZTddl, dR75 







fxRJ*-517001, 3TRJ TOT fat fafed 7R A 3dfaT Ad 44 fall 1 

57, dTcdR-| 

63 

9 

00 

01 

21 




63 

5 

00 

02 

43 

Tfad : fdVJT fadTT : Afar 

7Fd ; 3TRJ TOT 


63 

3 

00 

ill 

62 

fad dd did dAsPd A. 



52 

5 A 

00 

00 

XO 

33Wg U T’h- 

todR TTRT d T f 


101 

7 

00 

10 

53 

JjyTr^' 

Ann 

58, TWddJd! 

95 


00 

02 

43 

TT 



212 

2 

00 

06 

88 

(i)_(2) (-^ 

(4) (5) (6) 


212 

3 

00 

02 

83 

55, ardd^r 19 2 

00 04 04 


109 

213. 2C 

00 

08 

10 

i5 p 

00 03 44 


218 

1 

00 

07 

29 

'’ll 3 

00 12 96 










54 

1A 

00 

13 

77 

23 6 

00 00 81 










37 

1 

00 

06 

88 

16 i 

00 02 43 







17 6 

00 05 67 

59, WTTTTvT? 

15 

21) 

1)0 

on 

40 

H5 2 

00 27 !3 

ddfedl 

46 

-'- 

00 

01 

86 

213 9 

00 25 51 


29 

I0B 

00 

03 

64 

178 8 

00 02 02 


34 

IB 

00 

08 

90 

211 »A 

00 01 21 


23 

11 

(HI 

03 

24 

73 7 

00 05 87 










31 

1 A 

00 

06 

88 

23 3 

00 11 34 










29 

11 

00 

11 

31 

17 9 

00 04 04 







17 d 

00 04 45 


18 

7 

00 

10 

53 

25 

00 03 23 


6 

3A 

00 

09 

31 

25 2 

00 02 83 


15 

2C 

00 

05 

47 

23 

00 02 02 


6 

4A1 

00 

09 

3! 


tf 


ll| || -I t, ‘I WWlfHIM "WT 


I I » H( |i 


' f " ■ 1't»l I 


I 


V» 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

60, 

251 

15 

00 

01 

42 


256 

9 

00 

02 

83 


256 

13 

00 

08 

50 


256 

!2Tt 

00 

02 

43 


256 

11 

00 

00 

60 


256 

10 

00 

03 

24 


145 

2«ft 

00 

17 

41 


269 

10 

00 

03 

23 


200 

2^ 

00 

08 

10 


257 

4^ 

00 

17 

81 


7! 

12 

00 

00 

40 


18 

7 

00 

01 

62 


26 

- 

00 

08 

50 


25 

2 

00 

02 

02 


25 

3 

00 

02 

43 


71 

1 

00 

07 

29 


71 

2 

00 

02 

43 


22 

3 

00 

02 

02 


72 

2 

00 

02 

43 


200 

27ft 

00 

17 

81 


256 

2 

00 

04 

25 


256 

16 

00 

03 

64 


269 

8 

00 

06 

07 


269 

5ftt 

00 

07 

29 


251 

4 

00 

14 

17 


201 

4 

00 

23 

48 


255 

l^t 

00 

19 

03 


252 

4 

00 

15 

38 


251 

7 

00 

02 

83 


94 

2^ 

00 

08 

50 


145 

ti 

00 

06 

07 


252 

5 

00 

17 

41 


100 

6 

00 

20 

65 


77 

l^\ 

00 

12 

15 


76 

5 

00 

04 

45 


76 

6 

00 

06 

48 


19 

8 

00 

04 

86 


25 

8 

00 

02 

23 


25 

4 

00 

01 

62 


18 

8 

00 

11 

74 


22 

2 

00 

24 

29 

i, 

80 

1C 

00 

13 

36 


173 

5 

00 

14 

57 


(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

61, 

173 

6 

00 

02 

43 


175 

2 

00 

03 

64 


87 

2 

00 

08 

50 


128 

4 

00 

04 

86 


152 

4 

00 

08 

91 


152 

2 

00 

05 

26 


150 

5 

00 

06 

48 


150 

6 

00 

07 

29 


85 

3 

00 

15 

38 


130 

4* 

00 

i 5 

r;. 


126 

4 

00 

11 

98 


58 

2 

00 

26 

r. 



73. 33K ■ 

25011/5/2007- 

- ! ] 




ftr. eft. ^ 

, -3-fcP’ <R7 

VTff 

New 

Delhi, the 

29th h 

larch. 2010 



m 9i8.~ 

-Whereat- s? 

appears i 

:> the Central 1 

Govern:; 

• rr 

ihat it is necessary 

in the public 

interest 

that for the h; 

inspo"at 


of petroleum pro 

'duct from 

Refinery 

■ of Chennai 

Petroleum 

Corporation Limit' 

ed. Manali to Devang 

uthi Terminal 

, Bangui t. 

<re. 


a pipeline should be laid hy the Indian Oil Corporation Limited 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right ofliser in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (!) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Centra] Government hereby declares its intention to aequoc the 
right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the dale on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (I ) of 
Section 3 ofthe said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing <o the 
acquisition ofthe Right of User therein, or laying ofthe pipeline 
under the land to Sri M.Babaiah, Competent Authority. Indian 
Oil Corporation. Limited. Chennai-Bangalorc Pipeline Project, 
Apartment No. 104. Vatsala Towers. Naidu Buildings. Chittoor 
-517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 

Mandal : Chittoor District : Chittoor Stale : Andhra Pradesh 


Name of village 

Survey 


Are; 

1 



No 

Sub- 1 lecture 
Division 

No. 

Ares 

Sq. 

Mir. 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

55. Anantapuram 

19 

2 

00 

04 

04 


15 

6 

00 

03 

44 


21 1 

3 

00 

12 

96 


23 

6 

00 

00 

81 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


55. Anantapuram 16 

1 

00 

02 

43 

17 

6 

00 

05 

67 

145 


00 

27 

13 

213 

9 

00 

25 

51 

17$ 

8 

00 

02 

02 

211 

1A 

00 

01 

21 

23 

7 

00 

05 

8 

23 

5 

00 

11 

34 

17 

9 

00 

04 

04 

17 

4 

00 

04 

45 

25 

1 

00 

03 

23 

25 


00 

' 02 

83 

23 

8 

00 

02 

02 

25 

3 

00 

21 

86 

142 

2 

00 

07 

28 

115 

7 

00 

01 

21. 

165 

8 

00 

01 

42 

111 

2 

00 

33 

20 

39 

17 

00 

01 

21 

39 

T 

00 

02 

43 

26 

- 

00 

11 

34 

115 

4 

00 

04 

68 

115 

14 

00 

25 

00 

19 

14 

00 

13 

82 

177 

6 

00 

27 

24 

165 

■> 

00 

10 

98 

214 

5 

00 

10 

*>8 

214 

6 

00 

05 

29 

108 

3 

00 

21 

39 

39 

l 

00 

07 


57. Thalambeilu 63 

9 

00 

01 

2! 

63 

5 

00 

02 

43 

63 

3 

00 

01 

92 

52 

5 A 

00 

00 

80 

101 

2 

00 

10 

S3 

58. Chintalaiumia 95 

- 

00 

02 

43 

212 

2 

00 

06 

88 

212 

3 

00 

02 

83 

109 

213. 2C 

00 

08 

iO 

218 

1 

00 

07 

29 

54 

1 A 

00 

13 

77 

37 

1 

00 

06 

88 
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[Part 11- 

■Six:. 3(ii)j 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) (6) 

59. Perumalia- 15 

2D 

00 

00 40 

kandiga 

- 



-in 

- 

00 

ill 86 

29 

I0B 

00 

03 64 

31 

113 

00 

08 90 

?3 

11 

00 

03 24 

34 

1A 

00 

00 88 

29 

11 

00 

ii 34 

18 

7 

00 

10 53 

(; 

3A 

00 

09 31 

15 

2C 

00 

05 47 

<> 

4A! 

00 

09 31 

60, Narigapalic 251 

15 

00 

01 42 

256 

9 

00 

02 83 

256 

13 

00 

08 50 

256 

12A 

00 

02 43 

256 

11 

00 

Oil 60 

256 

10 

00 

03 24 

145 

2B 

00 

!7 41 

269 

10 

00 

03 23 

200 

2F 

00 

08 10 

257 

413 

00 

! 7 81 

?1 

12 

00 

no 40 

18 

7 

00 

Ml 62 

26 

- 

00 

■.:K 50 

"5 £ 

i 

00 

02 


3 

00 

•/ 43 

71 

1 

Oil 

29 

~l 

y 

; K ? 

o> 43 

. i 

3 

00 

<! 2 02 

72 

2 

Oil 

T 43 

200 

2 C 

00 

p 81 

236 

2 

00 

0 i 25 

256 

16 

00 

i i 3 64 

269 

8 

00 

on 07 

269 

513 

00 

07 29 

251 

4 

00 

11 17 

201 

4 

00 

23 48 

255 

IB 

00 

s9 03 

252 

4 

00 

15 38 

251 

7 

00 

02 83 

94 

2A 

00 

08 50 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

60, Narigapalle 

145 

IE 

00 

06 

07 


252 

5 

00 

17 

41 


100 

6 

00 

20 

65 


77 

IB 

. 00 

12 

15 


76 

5 

00 

04 

45 


76 

6 

00 

06 

48 


19 

8 

00 

04 

86 


25 

8 

00 

02 

23 


25 

4 

00 

01 

62 


18 

8 

00 

II 

74 


22 

2 

00 

24 

29 

61. Anupalle 

80 

1C 

00 

13 

36 


173 

5 

00 

14 

57 


173 

6 

00 

02 

43 


175 

2 

00 

03 

64 


87 

2 

00 

08 

50 


128 

4 

00 

04 

86 


152 

4 

00 

08 

91 


152 

2 

00 

05 

26 


150 

5 

00 

06 

48 


150 

6 

00 

07 

29 


85 

3 

00 

15 

38 


130 

2 

00 

15 

38 


126 

4 

00 

14 

98 


58 

• 2 

00 

26 

32 

[F.No. R-25011/5/2007-OR-I] 

B. K. DATTA, Under Secy. 


fitcril, 29 "rH, 2010 

cfiT. 3 TT. 919 ,—TTRTR ^ W Wfa t fit 
tftofcd H t V% AA Q^lRrRH 4 iTmR*H f?ffe, 

Hiteil fT%TCt eReici, ^TcJT U«h ^tfePTTf detivtl 

^ wR<^i frrTtr §Ts^d STfatrT 9 jThR*m ferfR^S {TRI “ 

MTSMdl$d” ITHt RTf^I,; 

3rfc TO ^ WOT3 fo&A fcR W 

STfePReF wfa t fa> *jfa 4, qi^leTI^T fatflM. ~$A 

^1 TIRR t 3?P ^ RcTR ^ gfe t, 

wfm A arfw* ^t 3t^t f^n TfnrT; 

3Td: 3R, TFTTOTT, 'WeRH 3rh WWT 

(^ A wrm ^ 3{fw7 TUT 3T#0 3TfaPm, 1962 (1962 
^T 50) ^t RRT 3 ^T-*IRl (1 ) 5RT TPR ?lPw<tf Th 3Pttn 
37T ^jjq A dM*tVl A> 3Tf«T3Fn ^>T <6^*} «?> 3TT^ 

3TT7RT RtW ^T<ft $; 

oitR+d, '3^T ^ *jfa $ 

dl0<3 ^ f^RT^t 39^ 3Tf*jRRTq q^T RR1 3 ^ dM-^TRl (1) ^ 


3R«fa «TRcT ^ TTTO A 3T«1T y+lfVId ^T 3#.RJER| ^ yf^TF 
RTVTW RTcff ?Rt ^TRl ^ «(T?ft t, 'SfeSRT f^T ^ «ft«R TR 

^fq -% AtA qi^qwi ten A wi A A ^ ^rrt, w 

Tnfent, ffe^r 3TRRT 'tffqf^Fi ferfRts, AA-An^ 

3TTT^Z ?T. 104, ^oHcdl ZRRf, faf^RT, 

f^ngj-517001, stRi tot ^ TOw to 3 stm.^ r^tt i 


h'-sci : nn^udcrik P*i<ni : fRrjr tfr : 3Tpa y^i 


"HR qrc 

R. 

33^ 3R. 

Tq- 

<2t u S 

7C 

TJ7T7 

eRf 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

54. iferilMvrl 

20 

5 

00 

02 

83 


22 

7 

00 

10 

12 


20 

7 

00 

02 

02 

52. 

323 

5C 

00 

04 

04 


323 

6 

00 

02 

02 


298 

2B 

00 

06 

28 


200 

2 

00 

02 

02 


390 

14 

00 

06 

88 


200 

9 

00 

10 

12 


213 

2A 

00 

05 

47 


297 

8 

00 

18 

21 


286 

2 

00 

02 

43 


200 

10 

00 

07 

69 

53. 3RF5ft- 

123 

12 

00 

04 

04 

WRrl 

132 

3 

00 

09 

31 


115 

2 

00 

12 

55 


[^T. U 37R-2501 1/5/2007-3TT3TR-1 1 
RtTT, 3RT 

New Delhi, the 29th March. 2010 


S.0.919. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, ManaJi to Devanguthi Terminal. Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962). the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 
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Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (I) ol 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority, Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project. 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor- 
517 001, Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 


Mandal: G.D. Nellore District: Chittoor State: Andhra Pradesh 


Name of the 
village 

Survey 

No. 

Area 

Sub- Hectare Ares 
Division 

No. 

Sq. 

Mtr. 

0 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6 ) 

54. Ellapalle 

20 

5 

00 

02 

83 


22 

7 

00 

10 

12 


20 

7 

00 

02 

02 

52. Thugundram 

323 

SC 

00 

04 

04 


323 

6 

00 

02 

02 


298 

2B 

00 

06 

28 


200 

2 

00 

02 

02 


390 

54 

00 

06 

88 


200 

9 

00 

10 

12 


213 

2A 

00 

05 

47 


297 

8 

00 

18 

21 


286 

2 

00 

02 

43 


200 

10 

00 

07 

69 

53. Ambo- 

123 

12 

00 

04 

04 

darapalle 







132 

3 

00 

09 

31 


115 

2 

00 

12 

55 


[F.No. R-25011/5/2007-OR-1J 
B. K. DATTA, Under Secy. 


29 2010 

oFT.3TT. 920.—^ R? 'StfttT FtrTT t f^P 
dichfr Rt H W 3trw t AdlPddH ^ThUsm RflfH&S, 

HHIcf t ^ Po'-MA A efAdd, rTTt A^lPddH 

^ qfW T fatj. Pci Pm 5TCT 

Uwi ^if 

3frr RRtTC TTf WTdTR fasti teR 

3ww sfhn t fTt *jfr A', ^ 

tor t altr ^ ^ ^ 0| ^ ,d 

duqp i T 3rf*RTR arsfa 

3 R; 3R, Tr^Pl 3 PFR, ^lPd‘<R 3fR TlfMt MI^MdlR 
(tfjjrr -q' wtrn TT 3lfw 3#4fm, 1962 (1962 


| Part 11 3(ii)| 

TH 50) ^ *4RT 3 (1 ) 5RT TO ?lW ^ 

^tr, TR Pf i#T ^P RfWT ^51 3T5R TT 3TR 
33T7R Ttt RW t; 

c^feffi 'sff vi^+d A dPhd R fFtPttJ £, “331 

3 *m 3 OT ^ U .) ^ 

3T«jfa RTR ^ WR R W y+lPVM TR 3#T^RT SftRI 
RtiTRT TiRcTT T4 "3Td"c>J 3R TRTt f, fR op “331 

^fq ^ ^ fasti 3P #1 *}f tfa WR, P.R 

Slfwft, ?TtR Rfael TMt^FT PdPHSS, WJT W^TfT 
mMmHI , 3tMl^q'Z (04, sirRcTT HRW, TR1 
f^TrJT-5 17001, SIPS ^Ft fd%<T TR 3 WOT ^ OT I 



fsRrTl : IVt^I 

7TR : 

3IR1 V 

171 

TR <FT TR 


U 




■ 

«. OT- 

i&tm 

P^T 

TI 



TsJTTg 

u 




(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

6 ) 

(5) 

( 6 ) 

46. 

53 

4 

00 

19 

03 


Ml 

18 

00 

02 

63 

48. RHSPpR 


141 

10 

00 

02 

03 


145 

l 

00 

12 

55 


76 

4 

00 

26 

v 2 


80 

1 

00 

19 

61 

49. ^fteTCTjl' 

51 

9 

00 

1 ^ 

76 


33 

13 

00 

05 

26 


51 

5 

00 

1 1 

33 


33 

8 

00 

08 

10 


181 

10 

00 

00 

80 


85 

- 

00 

08 

10 


181 

I0A 

00 

It 

17 


182 

6 

00 

08 

10 

50. 31^01 

261 

10 

00 

04 

05 


262 

5 

00 

04 

05 


251 

10 

00 

02 

43 


261 

19B.19C 

00 

11 

33 


136 

4 

00 

06 

48 


262 

4 

00 

03 

24 


262 

3 

00 

03 

64 


263 

2 

00 

04 

45 


264 

12 

00 

07 

29 


263 

3 

00 

08 

91 


251 

7 

00 

03 

23 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

50. 

136 

12B 

00 

14 

17 


188 

A 

00 

10 

12 


30 

IA 

00 

30 

77 


33 

5B 

00 

06 

88 

51. StPH^HI 

106 

8 

00 

04 

86 

W 







98 

12 

00 

12 

15 


[ T PT. U 37R-2501 l/5/2007-^37R-l] 


Tf ^T, 3R7 RfpER 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.0.920.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited. Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein: 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (I) of 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette oflndia are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition oflhe Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority. Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project. 
Apartment No KM, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor- 
517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 


(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

49. Vengala- 

51 

9 

00 

13 

76 

rajukuppam 

33 

13 

00 

05 

26 


51 

5 

00 

11 

33 


33 

8 

00 

08 

10 


181 

10 

00 

00 

80 


85 

- 

00 

08 

10 


181 

10A 

00 

14 

17 


182 

6 

00 

08 

10 

50. Amudala 

264 

10 

00 

04 

05 


262 

5 

00 

04 

05 


251 

10 

00 

02 

43 


264 

I9B. 19C 

00 

11 

33 


136 

4 

00 

06 

48 


262 

4 

00 

03 

24 


262 

3 

00 

03 

64 


263 

2 

00 

(M 

45 


264 

12 

00 

07 

29 


263 

3 

Of) 

08 

91 

♦ 

251 

7 

00 

03 

23 


136 

12B 

00 

14 

17 


188 

A 

00 

If) 

12 


30 

1A 

Of) 

30 

77 


33 

5B 

00 

06 

88 

51. Amudala 

106 

8 

Of) 

04 

86 

Puttur 

98 

12 

00 

12 

15 


[R No. R-25011/5/2007-OR-1J 
B.K. DATTA, Under Secy. 

29 Rk, 2010 


SCHEDULE 

Mundal: Palasinudrain District: Chittoor Stale: Andhra Pradesh 


Name of Village 

Survey 


Area 



No. 

Sub- 

Division 

No. 

ilecture 

Arcs 

~Sq. 

Mir. 

(1) 

(2) 

O) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

46. Krishna- 

53 

4 

00 

19 

03 

jammapuram 





48 Pala- 
saniudram 

141 

18 

00 

02 

63 


141 

If) 

00 

02 

03 


145 

1 

Of) 

12 

55 


76 

4 

Of) 

26 

92 


80 

1 

00 

19 

64 


^r.3R. 921 .—Rkfk tr^r ^ ^ t % 

^ RF krtfcRFT 

RTletl ^ kd J jr<<i TfkfH, RZlfclTR ^rRKTT 

^ km, Pm fit ^rt AA 

3TR ^k rrrr wrtrr ^ fkr ^ 

3TRPPR? Ucffa ikT t fk RRT y[k R', fWR W4 

tr tor i k r wt A t, 

TTThT ^ TH fen WQ.; 

3tl ferk m^n, m Rfer 

(^k 3 TTTPl «£ 3#RR ^FT 3fe) Stfaffe, |%2 ( 1962 
50) ^ **ttr 3 <*t T9-RRT (I ) £Rt Tlfek ^7 TOPT 
W TO 3WT ^ 3RR TPR 3TRR 

3WR RRMT TTk) t; 
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[Part II —Sec. 3 (ii)] 


TO 3 few t, T'B 

3 fo/rfe TO STfafePT Tm ^ 3 ^ TT-’TTO ( 1) ^ 
RTCd ^ TDFT3 ^ *T«T1 WifecT fT3 Tf?R7T 

Tn^ITTT 'TOT ^ TTH TF?! t, fWl fel ^ Rfe TR 
%jfrr ^ it# WRW ten «fr wt R sft ^ 

Sjf^ ^fqfcrH fclfa&L RT^Term 

TjftqfaHT, -¥TTr^ tf. 104, RrTFTf 4U]^ fafc^RL 

17001, RRi 5^?! fe frffecf fel «^ T fI I 

ifSel : fejRTJRT fefcTT : f^rJJ Tl^T : 3TRI 


TTT3 ^TR U 


£Wc4 


New Delhi, the 29th March. 2010 

S.O. 921-— Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that tor the 
transportation of petroleum product trom Relinery ot C hennai 
Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali to Devanguthi Terminal. 
Bangalore, a pipeline should belaid by the Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act 1962 (50 ol 1962), the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 


R. 

TV- 



M 

right of user therein; 









-Rfe 

Any person 

interested in the land described in the said 


TL 




Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on 

which 






the copies of this notification issued under sub-section 

(1) of 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

~(6) 

Section 3 of the said Act, as published ir 

i the Gazette of India are 

V 1 ) v-w 





made available to the general public, object m writing 

to the 

29. 4£KMI- 32 

15A 

00 

08 

70 

acquisition of the Right of User therein. 

or laying of the pipeline 






under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority. 

Indian 

W* 





Oil Corporation L 

united, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline P 

reject. 

37 

16B 

00 

04 

86 

Apartment No 104 

, Vatsala Towers. Naidu Buildings. 

. Chittoor- 






517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 





47 

2 

00 

13 

77 













SCHEDULE 




45 

6 

00 

08 

50 

Mandal: Vijayapuram District: Chittoor State: Andhra l 1 

Tadosh 

45 

5 

00 

12 

15 






— — 






Name of the 

Survey 


Area 



31 

11 

00 

06 

48 



- 

■—.... 

— 

. 






Village 

No. 

Sub- 

1 leclarc Ares 

Sq. 

37 

4A 

00 

02 

02 



Division 



Mir. 

16 

12 

00 

09 

31 



No. 




37 

16 

00 

06 

07 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

37 

3 

00 

08 

50 

2. Maharaja- 

32 

15A 

00 

08 

70 






Puram 






12 

7 

00 

09 

71 













37 

I6B 

00 

01 

86 

12 

8 C 

00 

12 

15 


47 

2 

00 

13 

77 

32. 155 

6 

00 

14 

57 


45 

6 

00 

08 

50 

154 

3A 

00 

05 

26 


45 

5 

00 

12 

15 

154 

3B 

00 

05 

67 


31 

11 

00 

06 

48 

233 

6 

00 

04 

45 


37 

4A 

00 

02 

02 







16 

12 

00 

09 

31 

232 

2 

00 

02 

02 













37 

16 

00 

06 

07 

250 

9 

00 

07 

69 


37 

3 

00 

08 

50 

247 

6 

00 

04 

05 


12 

7 

00 

00 

71 

233 

4 

00 

02 

83 


12 

8 C 

00 

13 

15 

250 

10 

00 

01 

62 

32. Path a 

155 

6 

00 

14 

57 

250 

11 

00 

02 

02 

Arcod 












154 

3A 

00 

05 

26 

28. sfefepR 152 

I 

00 

08 

50 


154 

3B 

00 

05 

67 

[RTT. 

U 3TTT 

-25011/5/2007-aitem-l] 


233 

6 

00 

01 

45 






232 

2 

00 

02 

02 




| ! f«t i 


'«# !i »f 


l«R« I 





['TPTII-^ 3(H)] 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


250 

9 

00 

07 

69 


247 

6 

00 

04 

05 


233 

4 

00 

02 

83 


250 

10 

00 

01 

62 


250 

11 

00 

02 

02 

28 Srihari- 

152 

1 

00 

08 

50 

puram 
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[F. No. R-25011/5/2007-OR-I] 
B. K. DATTA, Under Secy. 
29 W$, 2010 

^T.3TT. 922.—7TRFT7 4ft 4f WlTf ^TT t fe 
CiWfert ft' 4F 3447TO t ftfT ftft ft^tfTOR 4 ff 4 f&R Mh^ , 
THT ^ ^ ft ^Fife to <*cmkhY 





(1) 


( 2 ) 


70 


71 9Tft7> 


72 fttfftfft 


150 

182 

147 

18 

319 

319 

319 

319 

319 

314 

314 

III 


MIS^WT fel i 4H* 4i%rI; 

^ 7TTOT7 4ft 34<T HI$9dl$H fTO? ^ fair 

^TOTO 4fttcT Ffm T> 1% 37T ^fq ft, 343 %JTR 4Tft 

TOlloi ft ftfc "3ft ?7? 3Tfftf£ERT ft ftdH ft 4fftcT ft, 

7W ^ 3jfTOK 4TT 3Tft3 tor 1TTTT; 


144 

148 

148 

154 


3R: 374, ftRftftr 7TTOK, ^fcRTR 3^T Tafavjf m^Mdl^l 
ft TOR] ^ 3ftTOR 44 3Rfa) aftftfwT, 1962 (1962 
^1 50) 4ft SITCT 3 4ft 34-4T7! (I) 5TCT TOT W frlft 47 uftftl 
4R^ |[R, 3R ftfR ft 3W1 ^ 37fTOT7 44 37^4 4Rft ^ 3R?ft 
37T7T4 4ft ftlR u ii «b<cft ft; 

4Tt| <^iVl, ftt "344 3Rp£4t ft 4f*RT vjfq ft fftrW4 t, 37T 
4Ht73 ft, fftTOft 344 3ftftf444 4ft 4171 3 4ft 39-4RT ( I ) ftf 
374t4 RTTcT ^ TR44 ft 44T TOT%4 IR 37fV3J44T 4ft 4fcT47 
7fl4TR4 4431 4ft 3RcTOl 4RT ft 4T3t ft, ftTOR fftj ft ftt37 3R 

*ftft ^ ftft WT4TT?4 fTOft ft W7 ft ft RR. ^TTOT, RiRR 
4lf444ft, ftft44 37T44T 4 >ThR*m fdfHft^, ftft-ftfteJT ' M I $Md l $H 
T Tf^ft4RT, 3T4I^ftz ft. 104, 3cRdl 3T4ft, 4TR^ fq fc^HT , 
f^rg7-517001, 3442 TOT 44 PdRsJd TO ft 34^4 ftif Rftrjl | 




TOT : ^WITRtR fftd] 

: faS* 

TTO ; 

: 3TPy TOT 

414 43 4R7 

7TftST4 ft. 

39- 

^4WT 



ft. 


oTO-K 

447 

4ft 



ft. 



<#<n 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

67 4Rft?TOt 

58 

7 

00 

01 

62 


58 

9 

00 

02 

43 

68 4TOJTO4ft 

189 

8 

00 

02 

43 


16 

17ft 

00 

08 

10 


46 

57ft 

00 

05 

27 


40 

4 

00 

04 

86 


83 

167 

167 

172 

249 

249 

249 

249 

252 

282 

282 

290 

290 

19 

49 

49 

51 

51 

52 
52 
12 
16 


1117 GI/10—5 
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( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

101 

4 

00 

30 

38 

144 

2 

00 

28 

76 

149 

10 

00 

04 

86 

171 

1 

00 

25 

9/ 

171 

5 

00 

09 

. J J. 

282 

2 

00 

S9 

Os 

283 

1 

00 

10 

11 

284 

- 

00 

sc; 

ii> 

49 

4 

00 

12 

96 

83 

3 

00 

17 

42 

84 

2 i 

00 

17 

01 

86 

10 

00 

06 

08 

86 

9 

00 

14 

18 

99 

3 

00 

59 

S3 


OT. TT. 3TR-25011/5/2007-3^351^-13 

■sit, ^n, ararc Tate 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 922.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali to Dcvanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 3 962 (50 of 1962). 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire 
the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the s.hd 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date cn which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section ( 1 ) pt 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette oflrsdsn are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority ; India;. 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore PipCsiue 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings. Chittoo? 
517 001 . Andhra Pradesh, 

SCHEDULE 


Mandat: Bangarupalem District: Chittoor State: Andhra Pradesh 


Name of village Survey 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.0.923—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein ; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the genera! public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M. Babaiah, Competent Authority, Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangaiore Pipeline Project, 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor - 
517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 
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B. K. DATTA, l 
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Mandal : Gangavaram District : Chittoor State : Andhra 
Pradesh 


Name of the 

village 

Survey 

No. 

Sub- Area 

Division Hectare Ares 
No. 

Sq. 

Mtr. 
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fatefa, fafan fate fafate fates, fate fate wteft 
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[m n m-250ii/5/2007-3itm-i] 
T&. ^ TtH, 3T37 Tlf^r 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 924.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali toDevanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose oflaying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Centra! Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition ofthe Right of User therein, or laying ofthe pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority, Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project, 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor- 
517 001, Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 


Mandal : Baireddipalle District : Chittoor State : Andhra 
Pradesh 


Name of the 

village 

Survey 

No. 

Sub- Area 

Division Hectare Ares 

No. 

Sq. 

Mtr. 
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[F.No. R-25011/5/2007-OR-I] 
B. K. DATTA, Under Secy. 


Tf fcccil, 7 STlIcT, 2010 
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^Fq&rc? Rq^FRi (f^qs t§^) 

4<| I 

[■qn. 4. Rel-14014/24/2010-#qt] 
T% x ft. HaM, STcR 
New Delhi, the 7th April, 2010 

S.O, 925. —In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User 
in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), Government of India hereby 
authorizes the person mentioned in column (1) ofthe schedule 
given below to perform the functions of the Competent Authority 
under the said Act for laying of Naphtha pipeline from Naphtha 
Unloading Station at TinsukiaGaon, Dibrugarh to Petrochemical 
Complex, Lapetkata by M/s Brahmaputra Cracker and Polymer 
Limited (BCPL) in the area mentioned in column (2) of the said 
schedule. 


SCHEDULE 


Name and Address 
of the person 

Area of Jurisdiction 

(1) 

(2) 

Shri Amitabh Rajkhowa 
ACS (Additional Deputy 
Commissioner) Dibrugarh 
(Assam) 

1- State of Assam areas falling in 
Dibrugarh District for laying of 
Naphtha pipeline from Naphtha 
Unloading Station at Tinsukia 
Gaon, Dibrugarh to Petrochemical 
Complex Lapetkata. 

[F.No. L-14014/24/2010-GPj 
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-j -j RqTT 1792 M!-TT5R 9/5/2005 ■ 

2486 (2*0 fora 14/10/2008 

574(f) fora 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 



Li Til ! 61^1 

TFHi: 

1 WRTT 1792 fora 9/5/2005 

1537 fora 21/5/2007 | 

2486 ( 3 J) fora 14/10/2008 

574(f) fora 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

2 fm 1792 fora 9/5/2005 

574(f) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

y 

3 cbi^lH 1792 fora 9/5/2005 

1537 fora 21/5/2007 

574(f) fora 9/3/2010 

> 12/3/2010 

4 fofo 1792 fora 9/5/2005 j 

574(f) fora 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

► 


dsfad: 36W 

Lwi: 6 Li 


1 ?WT 1181 fora 29/3/2005 

574(f) fora 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

y 

2 LraH 1181 fora 29/3/2005 

574(f) fore* 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

► 

3 1181 fora 29/3/2005 

2486 (ST) fores 14/10/2008 

574(f) fores 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 

4 qrfo 1181 fora 29/3/2005 

574(f) fora 9/3/2010 j 

^ 12/3/2010 


(ijfa 'i 3’rqm 3> stfsraR 4sr srfo) 

3Tfafo*T, 1962cft URT 17 4S 3#TrT fofo 'Itf'fa'O’T #7 

(ijft 4 OTfo % 4S1 3lfo) Pm, 1963 3> Pm 

4 <fe 3TTnrT RTTR *P3SF % TOHrQ 

[xpTU ^.-14014/22/2010-##.] 
7F% W W, 37^7 ##3 


New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S. 0. 926.— In pursuance of powers conferred by Explanation 1 in sub-rule (1) of 
Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Rules, 1963,1, S. D. Bhise, appointed by Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum 
and Natural Gas vide Notification S.O. 259 dated 18 th January, 2005 (published in the 
Gazette of India on 22 nd January, 2005) under Section 2(a) of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) to 







[yfFTIl—7^3(ii)] HKcT 10,2010/^20, 1932 _ -1803 

perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying natural gas pipelines by M/s 
Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in the State of 
Maharashtra, in consultation with M/s RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in land in 
that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of pipeline in that area vests, 
hereby declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed herewith, 
as the dates of termination of RoU operation in District Thane in the State of 
Maharashtra. 


Schedule 


| Tahsil: Kalyan 

District: Thane 

State: Maharashtra 

Sr. 

No. 

Village 

S.O. No. & Date of Notification Under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 

Date of Termination of Operation 

n 

2 

3 

4 

1 Apti 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

>* 12/3/2010 

2 Manjarli 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 

3 Vaholi • 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

747(E) Date 8/5/2007 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

► 

4 Goveli 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

► 

5 Revati 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

>• 

6 Ankhar 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

747(E) Date 8/5/2007 

254 Date 4/2/2008 1 

574(E) Date 9/3/2610 j 

12/3/2010 

y 

7 Titwala 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 


Tahsil: Talasari 

District: Thane j 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Talasari 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

747(E) Date 8/5/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 

2 Varavade 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

► 

3 Uplat 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

h 


1117 GI/10—6 
























1804 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL ! 0, 2010/CHAITRA 20, 1932 [Part II— See. 3(ii)| 

1 1 2 s n 

4 

Tahsil: Ambernath D- Uriel Thane 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Karav 2416 Date 4/7/2005 

341(E) Date 9/3/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

j> 12/3/2010 

2 Dapivali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

| 12/3/2010 


Tahsil: Bhiwandi District: TF ne | State: Maharashtra • 

1 Bhadane 2416 Date 4/7/2005 i 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

2 Dalhepada 2416 Date 4/7/2005 i 

2486 (£) Date 14/10/2008 > 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

3 Khaling Budruk 2416 Dale 4/7/2005 

2486(E) Date 14/10/2008 > 

574(E) * Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

4 Lape Budruk 2416 Date 4/7/2005 | 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 ( 

12/3/2010 

* 

5 Kiravali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 

721 (E) Date 7/4/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 

6 Jambivali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 1 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

7 Kharivali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 j 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

>- 

8 Dalonde 2416 Date 4/7/2005 ] 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

>- 

9 Dighashi 2416 Date 4/7/2005 

2486 (£) Date 14/10/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

F 12/3/2010 

Tahsil: Wada | District: Thane | 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Ghonsai 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

^ 12/3/2010 

2 Musarne 1792 Late 9/5/2005 

1537 Cate 21/5/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3>'2010 

J_ 

3 Chinchghar 1792 Data 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

T 12/3/2010 

4 Dongaste 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

1537 Date 21/5/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

1 

l- 12/3/2010 

5 Bhilavali 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

P 12/3/2010 

6 Khanivali :7S2 Dei-.. 9/5/2005 

3741 El i,*fs 9/3/2010 

^ 12/3/2010 


I ' »" ' »f "t| !•* 



ii* m *i 


Y" it 1 




Mi: * I 











f 
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[ f.i_ _ 2 J 3 ! 4 •i 

7 AmbisteBk 1792 Date W3/2305 -1 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

8 Kharavali 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

2486 Date 14/10/2003 

574(E) Date 9/3/0010 

> 12/3/2010. 

3 Mande 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 . 

12/3/2010 

r 

10 Kalam Khand 1792 Date S/5/2005 

2486 Ub) Date 14.10/2008 

574(E) Date or--mo j 

> 12/3/2010 

1 

11 Suponde 1792 Date 9ffi/3Q05 1 

2486 (£) Date 14/1 j-flOB j 

574(E) Date 9/3/2 HO J 

>" 12/3/2010 


Tahsik Vikramgad 

District: Thane | State: Maharashtra 

1 Mhasaroli 1792 Date S/c/2005 

1537 Date .. . * v > • >07 

2486(£) Date U,i,).2003 

574(E) Date S/3/2010 

i 

i 

i 

^ 12/3/2010 

f 

t 

1 

2 Shil 1792 Date 9/5/2005 J 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

3 Kondgaon 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

1537 Date 21/5/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

y 12/3/2010 

4 Vitshet 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

^ 12/3/2010 

Tahsil: Dahanu 

District: Thane 

State: Maharashtra | 

1 Dhanvara 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

*■ 

2 Chinchale 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

> 

3 Punajave 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

2486 <£) Date 14/10/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 

4 Pardi 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

y 


^To be published under Rule 4 of the P & M P (ARUL) 
Rules 1963, framed under Section 17 of P & M P (ARUL) 
Act, 1962 in official Gazette of India”! 


[F. No. L-14014/22/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 
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wf 5 Slftw, 2010 

^ 927 #R tafet Rl^etl^ (ijfft ft OTOW % sfiraiR UR >3Rfa) 3tftlfew, 19 62 

(1962 RR 50) % few 2 (gt) % JTRffa, fttrft felRRT fet ^HT'ftfsFT $R)P#to' Mftes (33R.Wt.zt. 
OTIj.lJjt.) ft> 5RT R?RR? LTHf ft Tiffin % RTSW^R feSlf Wlft ftg MlRpWd f> 3R0f RR fftflW OR% i 
ffer, WW OW * ^1^1^ ^ Olff^ % 03^ 0>t, URcT^tNOWfelfe 2 2 RRRlft, 2 0 0 5 ijft gwrfsirl, 
3i%aRT^03Tro 259fetfe iSwTcRt, 2005 sRt.Rwnfer ,% qait.faft, 9#few ofe tafftw ri$w$r 
( ijfft ft v30<i | i | ft? StftwRT OR 3IWR) feWRlftt, 1963 0! few 4 ftl 3R-feW (1) & fttft ft Rf aRW (1) f> 
3 wfer 3 rifefiRt ft, btjtirr o, fern 3iR.Rftit.3tif .^., frraft traifew, 3tT &r ft ijPt ft zrrtr or jiRjort 

fftfet feor ROT ft 3tR TR 810" ft 0l$Mc1l$0 OR FRlfe*! iftfftcT %, 0) WIST ft, oVl'l 3lj<j41 OT RTF 4 ft RfW? 

two <ft 3 ft, amoowR 3 tr rrrs fftiFt ft' om 3wtfeo oiffes % rwtsr fftsiR wrft ft; wwr # RRife ftit 

rtifftfi *t fernr 05W |i 


2 Oigff 


3 ^ 


CisRtn - 

_„_ n - > ^ - 

I^TrTT: 3 ^ 

{W. 

u. 

?TFT efiT W 

mu 6 ( 1 ) ^it. ' 3 fi. #n ^cf feRf^) 

ytn^R wuftu ^rfra 

1 

2 

3 

4 


1055 


fortes 


09/04/2007 


1333(3?) 

2862(3?) 

574(3?) 

fcTT3) 

22/05/2009 

9/11/2009 

09/03/2010 > 

1606 


27/04/2005 A 

1055 


09/04/2007 

1333(3?) 


22/05/2009 

2862(3?) 

fcm 

9/11/2009 

574(3?) 

fern 

09/03/2010 , 


12/3/2010 


rTd^f: 


ter: g*t 



<1^: nm\*< 

1 

2322 

ftnicb 

27/06/2005 ^ 


12/3/2010 


1056 

R^icb 

09/04/2007 




1188(3?) 


06/05/2009 

► 



3070(3?) 


30/11/2009 




574(3?) 


09/03/2010 , 



2 ^I^TTcT SIGOtf 

2322 


27/06/2005 1 


12/3/2010 


1056 

\^W> 

09/04/2007 




1188(3?) 


06/05/2009 

► 



574(3?) 


09/03/2010 J 







^TTtT ^TT 10, 2010/% 2 0, 1932 


' ' ' * 1 ^ | 4 | 

tor: tj&i: H ^ K |^ 

1 rancoqi^ 2236 toft 21/06/2005 

1097 toft ^9/04/2007 

1186(3?) toft 05/05/2009 

2863(3?) toft 9/11/2009 

574(3T) toft 09/03/2010 

" 12/3/2010 

► 

j 


^ tor: WFo TT^T' 

1 2237 toft 21/06/2005 

4338 ftTOj 10/Tf/2006 

1187(3?) toft 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) toft 04/11/2009 

574(3?) toft 09/03/2010 . 

' 12/3/2010 

2 2237 toft 21/06/2005 *> 

1187(3?) toft 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) toft 04/11/2009 

574(3?) toft 09/03/2010 j 

| 12/3/2010 

3 ftSI4 2237 feftft 21/06/2005 > 

4338 toft 10/If/2006 

1187(3?) toft 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) toft 04/11/2009 

574(3?) toft 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 

► 

4 2237 toft 21/06/2005 *\ 

4338 ftoft 10/11/2006 

1187(3?) toft 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) toft 04/11/2009 

574(3?) 09/03/2010 , 

12/3/2010 

> 

5 ??M^ 2237 toft 21/06/2005 ^ 

1187(3?) toft 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) feftft 04/11 /2009 

574(3?) tolft 09/03/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

> 

6 ftft^T 2237 toft; 21/06/2005 'j 

1187(3?) toft> 06/05/2009 [ 

2844(3?) toft 04/11/2009 | 

574(3?) toft 09/03/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

7 ftlddl 5 2237 toft 21/06/2005 

1187(3?) f^rift 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) fc??ft 04/11/2009 [ 

574(3?) fcTO 09/03/2010 „ 

12/3/2010 

8 m3 2237 21/06/2005 -\ 

4338 frto 10/11/2006 

1187(3?) fcfTft 06/05/2009 l 

2844(3?) tofft 04/11/2009 

574(3?) fcrift 09/03/2010 , 

12/3/2010 
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111 2 .. _ 3 . 4 1 

9 2237 fcm 21/06/2005 - 

118 7(3T) Rli<*> 06/05/2009 

284^ (it) 04/11/2009 

574(34) PblhT) 09/03/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

>- 

10 2237 frit* 21/06/2005 ' 

11 87 ( 3 ?) 06/05/2009 

2844(3?) 04/11/2009 

574(3?) S^*TRj 09/03/2010 - 

1 12/3/2010 

\ 

5 

) 

Tl t(iKM 2237 frit* 21/06/2005" -j 

1187(3T) frTO 06/05/2009 j 

2844(3?) 04/11/2009 J 

574 ( 3 ^) 09/03/2010 

12/3/2010 

12 (wt 2237 frtfr 21/06/2005 *, 12/3/2010 

1187(3?) 06/05/2009 ^ 

2844(3?) 04/11/2009 j 

574 f 3?) {2^5 09/03/2010 ' 

13 TOT 7 ? 2237 SV?;^ 2V\m2--a)j y 

4338 fcm 10/Hf2006 j 

1187( 3?) 06/05- 2009 

2844(4?) r^W> 04/11 /2009 

574( Vf) fcm 09/03/2010 _J 

12/3/2010 

L 

L- 


\ $V. c'^-4 (*jfo l ' 2m4pT % tSw* 3T3FT; 

i9023)1 TO 17 % 3TfFI<i T^fSR ^F 73f*DT 

qi^r^r % srisraF snrc) fom, m3 % tor 

4 cjj 3FTO TOT ?F35F % TiTOT^ V^juITOJ 

[ tpy U H^L-14014/23/2010-^ft.4 j 
3 % ‘R'47 TRH, 3FTC 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S. O. 927.— In pursuance of powers conlerred by Explanation 1 in sub-rule (1) of 
Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Rules, 1963,1, S. D. Bhise, appointed by Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum 
and Natural Gas vide Notification S.O. 259 dated 18 th January, 2005 (published in the 
Gazette of India on 22 nd January, 2005) under Section 2(a) of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) to 
perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying natural gas pipelines by M/s 
Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in the State ol 
Maharashtra, in consultation with M/s RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in land in 
that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of pipeline in that area vests, 
hereby declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed herewith, 
as the dates of termination of RoU operation in Districts Pune, Ahmednagar and 
Raigad in the State of Maharashtra. 


| mw— ®^3(ii)j : srife 10,2010/^20, 1932 

Schedule 



Tahsil: Khed 

District: Pune 

State: Maharashtra 

Sr. 

Village 

S.O. No. & Date of Notification Under 

Date of Termination of 

No. 

sub-section (1) of Section 6 

Operation 

1 

1 

2 

3 

4 


1 Sabalewadi 

1606 

1055 

1333(E) 

2862(E) 

574(E) 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

27/04/2005 

09/04/2007 

22/05/2009 

9/11/2009 

09/03/2010 

7 12/3/2010 

► 

j 

2 Bahut 

1606 

Date 

27/04/2005 

\ 12/3/2010 


1055 

Date 

09/04/2007 



1333(E) 

Date 

22/05/2009 

► 


2862(E) 

Date 

9/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 . 

> 


1 - — -— --- 


Tahsil: Shirur 


District: Pune 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Inamgaon 

2322 

Date 

27/06/2005 ' 

12/3/2010 


1056 

Date 

09/04/2007 



1188(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 

> 


3070(E) 

Date 

30/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 


2 Kolgaon Dolas 

2322 

Date 

27/06/2005 

12/3/2010 


1056 

Date 

09/04/2007 



1188(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 

y 


3070(E) 

Date 

30/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 


1 —-—.. _____ 

Tahsil: Karjat 

District: Ahmednagar 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Pimpalwadi 

2236 

Date 

21/06/2005 

12/3/2010 


1097 

Date 

19/04/2007 



1186(E) 

Date 

05/05/2009 l 



2863(E) 

Date 

9/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 



j Tahsil: Karjat 


District: Raigad 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Mandavane 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 

12/3/2010 


4338 

Date 

10/11/2006 



1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 V 



2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 



1809 
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2 Bhailvadi 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 - 

12/3/2010 

3 Kadav 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

4338 Date 10/11/2006 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

4 Ganegaon Chincholi 2237 Date 21/06/2005 '' 

4338 Date 10/1172006 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 

> 

5 Salvad 2237 Date 21/06/2005 " 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 J 

1 2/3/2010 

> 

6 Vakkas 2237 Date 21/06/2005 - 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574 (E) Date 09/03/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

► 

7 Pimploli Budruk 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574 (E) Date 09/03/2010 , 

12/3/2010 

► 

8 Talavade Khurd 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

4338 Date 10/H/2OO6 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 , 

12/3/2010 

► 

9 Dahiwali 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 - 

12/3/2010 

► 

10 Birdoli 2237 Date 21/06/2005 ' 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 . 

\ 12/3/2010 
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1 1 | 2 

— 1 - 

3 

1 

4 1 

11 Mohili 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 " 

12/3/2010 


1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 

v 


2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 

f 


574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 - 


12 Nikop 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 -i 

12/3/2010 


1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 

L 


2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 


13 Pashane 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 > 

12/3/2010 


4338 

Date 

10/If /2006 



1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 



2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 > 



I^To be published under Rule #, **ie P & M P (ARUL) 

Rules 1963, framed under Section 17 of P & MP (ARUL) 

Act, 1962 in official Gazette of !ndia~J 

[F. No. L-14014/23/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 


9 2010 


grr. 371. 928 .- 'Itfltto % ton stom % toranr m ton) tortor, 1962 

(1962 cm 50) % tor 2 (ci>) srato, tot fento % sitoto svii^«w<. ftoto (snrtoto 
% srt >r?rcF? ttrt % gifto % to l$j n«R tortor % tof ton tor % 


fto, RT^>R 


torc<£r, snrtoTmwftoi) 22 3tot, 2005 csrgtora, 


to^mr ^n>3TT0 259 ton 18 yjtot, 2005 srt tofn, % fr.qrr. to, *$ftor to tom ip? 
($t nr totn % tonmr mr ton) tontor, 1963 % tor 4 % toto ( 1 ) % to £r nf ( 1 ) % 
stow totor % srgnran *f, tof 3nto.£r.to- T P-> tof traitor, to % # *f tom mr artor 
f%r to w% to sn to^ wwf nn toto tort, n> wrst %, ton <fe tor 4 if 

% mgr, 3 whnk to rtojc to *t w totfto to m^w^n tom to n> nerrrnn ntt rmto 

ntt toto ntt ton mmr |i 
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TFHD 

*r. 

TO 4>T 

^TRT 6(1) ^ ^T. 3TT. 7TW ^ R*n’q> 

’WHlRci m0<3 

i 

2 

3 

4 


1 ms ig? 1301 fto? 08/04/2005 

2695 to? 20/09/2007 

2904(3?) to? 06/12/2008 

573(3?) to 09/03/2010 

12/03/2010 

► 

2 OTjlii) 1301 to 08/04/2005 

4828 to 11/12/2006 

2695 to? 20/09/2007 

2904(3?) to 06/12/2008 

573(3?) to 09/03/2010 , 

12/03/2010 

► 

3 1301 to 08/04/2005 

2695 foR) 20/09/2007 

2904(3/) 06/12/2008 

573(3T) 09/03/2010 

12/03/2010 

► 
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1301 
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08/04/2005 


12/03/2010 

2695 

R.Hlch 

20/09/2007 

> 


2904(3?) 


06/12/2008 


573(3?) 

fto? 

09/03/2010 
__ I _ 1 





ferar: awiww 


1 

Rig^dill 
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fto? 

08/04/2005 

-I 


12/03/2010 



2695 


20/09/2007 


L 




2904(37) 

to? 

06/12/2008 


r 




573(37) 


09/03/2010 




2 

TRTRRK(TITTm) 

1301 

to?? 

08/04/2005 



12/03/2010 



4828 


11/12/2006 






2695 


20/09/2007 


V 




2904(3?) 


06/12/2008 






573(3?) 

to?? 

09/03/2010 

j 




a$Rw: cfcwiai 

to: 

TT'Hr: hwfz 
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1182 

fc?f3? 

29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



64 

Rnicfi 

07/01/2008 






3167 

f^TR? 

22/10/2007 






3350 

fc?T3? 

16/12/2008 

-J. 
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Q 

I_ 2 

_l_ 

3 


I 


4 j 

1 

(PkVk) 

2843(tf) 


04/11/2009 



---J 

12/03/2010 



3240(tf) 


15/12/2009 


► 




573(tf) 


09/03/2010 




2 

>m+iioai 

1182 


29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



3167 


22/10/2007 






3350 


16/12/2008 


L 




2843(3T) 


04/11/2009 


f 




3240(<3T) 

form? 

15/12/2009 






573(3T) 


09/03/2010 

j 



3 


1182 


29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



3167 


22/10/2007 






3350 

fWR> 

16/12/2008 


V 




573(3T) 


09/03/2010 




4 

wni<i 

1182 


29/03/2005 

—* 


12/03/2010 



3167 

R’lhfr 

22/10/2007 






3350 

f^TRj 

16/12/2008 


* 




2843(tf) 

Rii*' 

04/11/2009 




— 


573{3T) 


09/03/2010 

J 




#C 4 3WI £ m 3rfr) 

, 3it^R, !9&Rft yjrri7^ 3 t<to -$k t#r 

6jft 3r swm % 3$im srr) ter, (%$ % f^ 

^ £ 3?cfw '•TfTrT «H f cbK % TRW % Rc&T^RTsQ 

[W 7T. TTR. -14014/26/2010-*M. ] 

"R*TT H^M, 3T^T fif^cj 

New Delhi, the 9th April, 2010 

s. o. 928.—In pursuance of powers conferred by Explanation 1 in sub-rule (1) of 
Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Rules, 1963, I, D.S. Dhotre, authorised by Government of India, Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas vide Notification S.O. 259 dated 18 th January, 2005 
(published in the Gazette of India on 22 nd January, 2005) under Section 2(a) of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962) to perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying natural gas 
pipelines by M/s Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in the 
State of Maharashtra, in consultation with M/s RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in 
land in that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of pipeline in that area 
vests, hereby declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed 
herewith, as the dates of termination of RoU operation in Districts Latur, Osmanabad 
and Solapur in the State of Maharashtra. 
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Schedule 


1 Tahsil: Nilanga i 

District: Latur 

State: Maharashtra 

Sr 


S.O. No. & Date of Notification Under 

Date of Termination of 

No. 

Village 

sub-section (1) of Section 6 

Operation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

Mamdapur 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

v 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 ( 


2 

Hatarga(Halsi) 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 : 

12/03/2010 



4828 

Date 

11/12/2006 




2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

> 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 j 


3 

Handra! 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 




2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


_____.—--- 

Tahsil: Umarga 

District: Osmanabad 

State: Maharashtra 

1 

Bori 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

V 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 

___^ 



1 

1__ 

Tahsil: Osmanabad 

District: Osmanabad 

State: Maharashtra 

1 

Vitthalwadi 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 




2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


2 

Osmanabad(Rural) 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



4828 

Date 

11/12/2006 




2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

► 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 

/ 

Tahsil: Karmala 

District: Solapur 

State: Maharashtra 

1 

Karanje 

1182 

Date 

29/03/2005 

12/03/2010 



64 

Date 

07/01/2008 

V 



3167 

Date 

22/10/2007 




3350 

Date 

16/12/2008 




2843(E) 

Date 

04/11/2009 




3240(E) 

Date 

15/12/2009 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 

L_.- 
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ill_ 2 I_3 I 


2 

Karmala 

1182 

3167 

3350 

2843(E) 

3240(E) 

573(E) 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

29/03/2005 

22/10/2007 

16/12/2008 

04/11/2009 

15/12/2009 

09/03/2010 j 

T 1 

12/03/2010 

► 

3 

Mangi 

1182 

Date 

29/03/2005 

12/03/2010 



3167 

Date 

22/10/2007 




3350 

Date 

16/12/2008 

► 



573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


4 

Ravgaon 

1182 

Date 

29/03/2005 

12/03/2010 



3167 

Date 

22/10/2007 




3350 

Date 

16/12/2008 




2843(E) 

Date 

04/11/2009 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 j 



^To be published under Rule 4 of the P& MP (ARUL) 
Rules 1963, framed under Section 17 of P& MP (ARUL) 
Act, 1962 in official Gazette of India!] 


[F. No. L-14014/26/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 


9 2010 

^T. 3n. 929.— 3TT7 T#PT TlfWISi (ifft H TO^iFT % 31^7*17 M 3RTW) 1962 

(i962 nn 50 ) tor 2 (gp) % 3 toto, ^ feriiwr % ?RrifeTw 

(STTT.^fl.zt. 3IIf .RFf*) % TOT JWTTW 71TO $ yi^lcl^ % 415'Wif'i IjJ 7IW % 

3>rat 3>T Pl4fii % f^tr, TO TTTTO W> HI&'-lH #7 gT^frRj % TOTTO nft, TOW % TOITO 

u nra, 2006 TOnfi/iw, srf^jqwr w>t.3tt. 960 frrrT> 07 tot, 2006 , tot qro#iw, 
R,4 t. TTTo.RTforT, L|£ii$WH #7 7#RW TTfTOTm (^Pf 4 3M4i'l % TlfsjTO 3TTOT) fTORlTOT, 1963 
% flTO 4 % TO-ftTO (l) % 4l% 0? aTTTOT (l) W> 3RPfa 3ri^ra>lff % *T, 


3n7.3Tr.3T.3TTf.TO- frWW TOlfeTW, 37T *T Tjfa $ TTOFT WFT 3li^I7 faflcT felT TOT t #7 37T &T 

n wifroifw w twiPto Pifed t, % rtf^t %, wttot % ttot 4 if grorw tito % 37 W fo#r if 

TOT 3<n4Riad yi<^Id7) % MlfTOIfi fesrq 5n% % RTOH R?r TOlfer TTlfT^T ^T WtTOT TOWT ^ I 
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Rmi s gjd 

TFHf g ^pRRT 






* 

<W.3II.HgF[ 3(K t]|l<T t>(l) <D 3l«M 
di(W 

MdirH FHlftd 3ft elite 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

3H i 1 

4923 fllte 18.12.2006 

575 (3l) elite 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

%7FT 

1963 (3?) dTte 19.11.2007 

575 (at) dT% 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 


1963 (31) dlte 19.11.2007 

22.03.2010 

4 

*HK 

1963 (31) drte 19.11.2007 

575 (31) dlte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 


1963(3?) fflfftg 19.11.2007 

575 (31) dKPI 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

(< 

dsdtai o 

^ gtafifr di^sr) 

fer^TT 8 gdT 

TFHTS^TOd 





3T.d. 

tel 3>T HPf 

3>T.3TT.^T 3dT «im 6 (1) 3TOH TimgrRT 

enter 

MdleH FIHlftcl dlte 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

cHUiM 

1963 (at) drtte 19.11.2007 

575 (at) ?rrte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

dfidlH 8 rftiM 

ftecIT 8 

<M4 8 $*06 






tel ^TH 

^T.3IT.teT 3iK SJRT 6(l) <» 3f3fH 

3)t elite 

MdfirM dHlftel te dlte 

i 

2 

3 

4 

i 

fa'sH 

1963 (31) dlte 19.11.2007 

575 (ar) dTte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

ci'Jic^rr 

1963 (31) elite 19.11.2007 

575 (3f) W 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 

3TR3I 

1963 (31) dlte 19.11.2007 

575 (-3T) dlte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

4 

wr 

1963 (31 ) ente 19.11.2007 

575 (at) rtl% 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 

WUHT 

1963 (3l) elite 19.11.2007 

575 (3f) mm 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

6 

3IRKHI 

1963 (at) dmg 19.11.2007 

575 (31) dlte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

7 

^IMU 

1963 (31) dlte 19.11.2007 

575 (si) dlte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

8 

^IH3ol 

1963 (31) dTte 19.11.2007 

575 (Si) dPT3 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 


if 


'I'jJMi • I'T 141 i I- 1 'M ,1 HR 


ipw I 









.. 

Vll o 

18 

7THT o TTHTIH 


7 ffe 3>T ^TPT 

^T.'3TT.%T SJRT e(l) £ 

& drfte 


1 

9 

2 

jfrrr 

3 

* n/>n /-i-r \ ■ ■ fl ■ ■ . . 

4 


575 (ffQ rTTffcl 09.03.2010 


22.03.2010 


thS'-WISi (ijfe it OT5W % 3tflm cj>T 3T3R) 

1962 <& tlRT17 * ^ ^ 

(# 3 OTim % 3riW <sr 3^) fen, 1963 % 4 * ^ ^ 

^5R % TMHPf 


r^PT Tf. V&.~ 14014/25/20 lO-^ft/qt.] 

ttot ■q^H, 


New Delhi, the 9th April, 2010 


S. O. 929.— In pursuance of powers conferred by Explanation© in sub rule© of Rule 4 of the 


Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules,1963, I, 
V.I.Gohil appomted by Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas vide 


Notification S.O.960 dated 07th March,2006 (Published in the Gazette of India on 11th 


March,2006) under Section 2(a) of the Petroleum & Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act,1962 (50 of 1962) to perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying 
natural gas pipelines by M£ Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in 
the State of Gujarat, in consultation with M/* RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in the land in 
that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of the pipeline in that area vests, hereby 
declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed herewith, as the dates of 


termination of RoU operation in District Surat in the State of Gujarat. 
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Tehsil: Olpad 

District: Surat 

State: Gujarat 


Sr.No. 

Village 

S.O.No. and Date of Notification under sub* 
section (1) of Section 6 

Date of Termination of 
Operation 


1 

2 

3 

4 


1 

Umara 

4923 Date.18.12.2006 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

Gothan 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 

Vasvari 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

22.03.2010 

4 

Kanad 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 

Saroli 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

Tehsil: Surat City 
(Earlier Tehsil Choryasi) 

District: Surat 

State: Gujarat 


1 

2 

3 

4 


1 

Variyav 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 


Tehsil: Choryasi 

District: Surat 

State: Gujarat 


1 

2 

3 

4 


1 

Vihal 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

Vankala 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 

Okha 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

4 

Bhesan 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 

Malgama 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

6 

Asarma 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

7 

Ichchhapor 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

8 

Damka 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 _ _ 

22.03.2010 

9 

Mora 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 


[To be published under Rule 4 of the P&MP (ARUL) Rules 1963, framed under 
Section 17 of P&MP (ARUL) Act,1962 in official Gazette of India.l 

--- - [ F No~L-14014/2 5/2010-GP] 

SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 
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TO : 3Tfe 10, 2010/^T 20, 1932 


!8!9 


wtt vvi Tfom wum 

^ fccnl, 12 *TT^, 2010 

^T.3TT. 930.—SlMwi, 1947 < 1947 
i4) ^ «rmt7 $ 3, '=^m trto ^ ahft. 

m -q^?. ^ ^ w^z f-rot^mrf 3fk ^frT <£ 

3ppV"tffbf^ 3fteM*T°Fch^O^ J-K4>R 3^?^R7 
Ti, 2, W ^ W (7K*f wn 
130/2000) Y^rfVTd qTTcft i.^nTR^TC^ 12-4-10 
^ TO! f 3 tt ?n i 

lu T^-20012/139/2000-3^3TR(#-I)] 

■pfeicif arfq^nrt 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S, O. 930.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 194? (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 130/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
A mi t Jure in Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s B.C.C.L. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 12-4-2010. 

[No. L-2001 21 139/2000-1R(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXUiu-. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shri H.M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under SecUSft-HUI) 
(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 130 of 2000 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of NLOCr, 
C. V. Area of M/s.BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. R.N. Ganguly. Advocate 
On behalf of the employers: Mr. D.K. Vemia, Advocate 
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coa! Dated : Dhanbad, 
the 19th February,2010. 

AWARD 

l .The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on their* under Section 
!0(I)(d) of the l.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No.L-20012/139/2000-IR (C l), dated the 27th September, 
2000 . 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of NLOCP, 
C.V. Area of M/s. BCCL in not regularising 


Sri Rajfeshwar Prasad as Loading Clerk is justified ? 

If not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled 

and from what date?" 

2. In this case a petition has been filed by the 
concerned workman praying therein to pass a No dispute 
Award on the ground that he is not willing to contest the 
case. No objection has been raised on behalf of the 
management in view of such prayer of the concerned 
workman. 

3. Since the concerned workman involved in the 
dispute is not willing to contest the case and has prayed to 
pass a *No dispute' Award, I do not find any reason to drag 
on the case suo motu any more.Under such circumstances, 
a 'No dispute’ Award is passed in this case presuming non¬ 
existence of any industrial dispute between the parties. 

H.M.SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M 12 2010 

W.3TT. 931 —3tWlPl+ fasfFT 1947 ( 1947 

3RT 14) ^ *TRT 17 ^ 3P^<u| if f 

^ wr?nr ^ 3#tr ^ 

#3, 3FJ5fa 3 3tetfTRf7 feK $ 3fte'lP'W 

3TfeqTTf/8P7 ^ TO (*M U 223/ 

2002) 471 Wnftld Wf t, 7TI3TR ctf 10-3-2010 

^ W<\ %$] «7T 1 

[U T^-120l2/99/2002-3t43tR(qt-H) j 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 931.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, .1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 223/ 
2002) Of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexurc 
in Industrial Dispute between the employycrs in relation to 
the rilSnSgerhem of Bank of Baroda and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
10-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/99/2002-1 R(B-II)] 

U. S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER.CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI^CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No, I.D, No, 223/2002 

Shri Gaurav Kumar S/o Shri K.S. Malhoira, 107/2, South 
Model Gram, Ludhiana-141001 

....Applicant 


1117 Gl/10—8 



mo 


Versus 

The Regional Manager, Bank of Baroda, Regional Office 
Punjab, Bank Square, Sector-17-B,Chandigarh* 141001 

.... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman: Shri Raj Kaushik 
For the management: Shri 8. B. Bagga 

AWARD 

Passed on: 22-2-2010 

1 .Central Government vide notification No.L-120 i 2/ 
9V / 2002 (1R(B-!I)),dated 24-09-2002, has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

• Whether the workman has completed 240 days 
service or not 9 If so, whether the action of the 
management of Bank of Baroda in terminating the 
•etvfaes of Shri Gaurav Kumar S/o Shri Prakash 
Thai id. Peon w.e.f. 7-1-2002 - "just and legal? If not, 
whan elief the workman is ended to and from which 
date' 7 " 

2 Case taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Shri Raj K>.ushik legal representative of the 
workman stated -ha? the workman has not come despite the 
information given to him and appears to be not interested 
to pursue his reference, in view of the above, as the 
workman is not coming to pursue his case, the present 
claim in reference is returned to the Central Government for 
want of prosecution.Centnd Government be informed.File 
be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

22-02-2010 

G.K.SKARMA, Presiding Officer 

"M 12 2010 

^T.3TT. 932.— OTT? STfilfTOT, j 947 (1947, 
14) Wi ^RT 17 ^ 3^T7tjt 
^ ^ ffrztoff sfp 4>44 »kT % 

appfa r fafe aflolPi* fmn v sSterfw 

irpTr^prn -) tpra (tM n 28/ 
2008) -44 TRH%T $ t o»T 10-3-10) 

^ TTFcf epH m 

[U Tp-12012/42/2008-3T^am(^-U)] 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S.O. 932.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.28/2008) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 


[Part II—Src.3(ii)J 

Emakulam now as shown m the Annexure in Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Corporation Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10-3-10. 

[No. L-12012/42/20084 R(B-11)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN TH E CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOURCOURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.LNorbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 23 rd day of February, 2010/4th Falguna, 


1931) 

1. D. 28/2008 

Workman 

: R. Chandra Babu, 

Ambalathuvilakom Puthen Veedu, 
Muthiyavila,Kailakada P.O.. 
Thiruvananthapuram. 


By Adv.Shri. Vijyachandra 'Babu. 

Management 

: The Managing Director, 
Corporation Bank, 

Mangafadevi Temple Road, 
P.B.No. 88, Mangalore-575001. 


By Adv. Vivek Varghcse. 


This case coming up for hearing on 29-01-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 23-02-2010 passed the 
following,: 


AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10(1 )(J) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is: 

"Whether the action on part of management of 
Corporation Bank in discharging the service of 
the workman, Shri R. Chandra Babu, Peon w.e.f. 
19-04-1997 is justified? What relief the workman is 
entitled to?" 

2, The facts of the case in brief are as follows;—* 
Sri R,Chandra Babu, the workman in this case was 
appointed as Peon in Trivandrum branch of Corporation 
Bank on03-10-!985.He worked as such till 19-04-1997. In 
1996 the bank initiated disciplinary action on the ground 
that he had made false statement in an affidavit submitted 
to the bank regarding his caste and secured the job.A 
domestic enquiry was conducted and he was found guilty 
of the charge.The Disciplinary Authority discharged him 
from service on 19-04-1997. The appeal filed by him was 
rejected. The workman then raised the dispute. 

3. According to the workman he Hied an affidavit 
before the bank at the time of appoinment based on his 
school leaving certificate regarding caste. He was 
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sponsered by the employment exchange. The government 
order that the workman does not belong to schedule tribe 
is based on report of KIRTADS (Kerala Institute for 
Research, Training and Development Studies).It is not a 
statutory body and the workman was not heard before 
drawing a report against him. The workman was not given 
an opportunity to make representation regarding the 
findings of Enquiry Officer.The Appellate Authority did 
not afford personal hearing before disposal of appeal.The 
management has no complaint regarding his work and 
conduct in the office. The punishment imposed is highly 
excessive. I he workman is unemployed after his discharge 
from service. I le is entitled to be reinstated. 

4. According to the management the enquiry was 
conducted in compliance with the procedure and principles 
of natural justice. It is as per the order of the government 
that disciplinary action was taken against the workman. A 
copy of the enquiry report was given to the workman calling 
for his remarks and the workman had made submissions. 
The disciplinary authority had considered the submission 
of the workman and heard him before imposing the 
punishment. The Appellate Authority had heard the 
workman before deciding the appeal. It is the government 
that referred the caste issue of different persons to 
KIRTADS. There is long delay in raising the dispute.The 
workman has no right to remain in service after securing 
the job by misleading the bank. 

5. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration: 

1. Arc the findings sustainable? 

2. Is the punishment proper? 

6. The evidence consist of Ext. MI Enquiry File 

alone. 

7. Point No. IIt is an admitted fact that the name of 
the workman was sponsered by employment exchange. 
His caste in the list sent by Employment Exchange, 
Neyyattinkara is 'Malapandaram'. At the time of 
appointment the personal inventory of the workman was 
prepared and signed by the workman. His caste is shown 
as 'Malapandaram' in the inventory (Ext.MS), It was written 
by workman himself. Ext.M 1 in the Enquiry file is the list 
sent by employment exchange to the bank. Ext.M2 is a letter 
of the bank cal I ing the workman for interview and requiring 
him to produce 7 documents, one of which is his caste 
certificate. He did not produce the caste certificate. Ext.M 3 
is the appointment order and he was asked to join duty and 
produce photographs, proof regarding age and educational 
qualification, testimonials from two respectable persons 
and relieving certificate from last employer, if any. Ext. M 4 
is the letter submitted by the workman to the bank reporting 
for duty and producing documents required in the 
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appointment order. At that lime no caste certificate was 
demanded. But by Ext. M6 dated 18-1-1986 the bank 
demanded caste certificate. The worker instead of 
producing a caste certificate, filed an affidavit stating that 
he belongs to Malapandaram community. The Government 
by Ext. M8 (a) order dated 3-6-1995 informed the bank 
regarding the caste of the worker that he did not belong to 
Scheduled Tribe and directed the bank to take action. It is 
then that the bank commenced disciplinary action against 
the workman by issuing a charge sheet. The charge sheet 
contains 2 allegations: 

(1) knowingly making false statement in any 
document pertaining to and in connection with his 
employment In the bank clause 19.5 (m) of Bipartite 
Settlement. 

(2) doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
Clause 19.5 (j). 

It is mentioned in the enquiry report that at the end 
of evidence of the management the workman was 
questioned by the Enquiry Officer regarding evidence 
appearing agaist him. The workman then admitted that he 
was aware that he did not belong to Malapandaram 
community. Based on the personal inventory made by the 
workman and the affidavit filed before bank as well as the 
admission of the workman during questioning by the 
Enquiry Officer that he was aware that he did not belong to 
Scheduled Tribe and his community was only Pandaram 
which is not a Scheduled Tribe category, that the Enquiry 
Officer found him guilty of making a false statement in the 
documents for securing a job in the bank. Such act was 
held to be prejudicial to the interest of the bank. 

8. The main contention of the learned counsel for the 
workman is that the workman had not deliberately created 
any false document but had filed an affidavit based on 
school records like admission register and S.S.L.C. At the 
time of admission he was not aware of his community and 
the information to the school was furnished by his parents. 
So also the community was shown as Malapandaram in 
the list forwarded by the Employment Exchange to the bank. 

It may be true that in his young age he would not have 
been aware that his community was not Malapandaram . It 
has come out in evidence that his brother is employed in 
State Bank ofTravancoreand disciplinary action was taken 
against him also on the basis of the same Government 
order. But the Labour Court, Kollam had reduced the 
punishment by ordering reinstatement as the junior most 
employee of his category. His sister who is facing the same 
disciplinary action is in the police department. But the 
workman did not produce a caste certificate at the time of 
interview or even subsequently. It has to be presumed 
from the circumstances that he did so delibrately, knowing 
that he did not belong to Scheduled Tribe community. 
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Hence his <n "rmems in the affidavit and entry in personal 
inventory arv I'aUc. 1 he rlndir .s c- enquiry office? is 
therefore beyond reproach. 

9. Regarding compliance w fn the principles of natural 
justice the enquiry' report shows that the workman was 
defended by a defence representative. He had fully 
participated in the enquiry. He was given opportunity to 
adduced defence evidence. A copy cTthe report was given 
by the disciplinary' authority calling for his remarks. He 
was heard regarding proposed punishment by the 
disciplinary authority. The Appellate Authority also heard 
him before appeal was decided. Thus ample opportunity 
was given and principles of natural justice were complied 
with and 1 am not able to find any lapse in the procedure in 
enquiry 

10. Point No. 2 :—The punishment imposed is 
discharge from service. According to the workman the 
punishment is highly excessive He is unemployed ever 
since he was discharged from service. He is the sole bread 
winner of his family. He has not done anything deliberately. 
The workman was appointed on 3-10-1985 and was 
discharged from service on 19-4-1997 almost after 12 years’ 
service. No doubt there is a long delay in raising the dispute. 
Though he was discharged from service in 1997 he raised 
the dispute only after 10 years. The reason for the delay is 
explained in para 12 of his claim statement. The reason is 
that his brother who is working in State bank of Tra vane ore 
faced the same disciplinary action. But the Labour Court 
interfered with the punishment of termination from service 
and ordered reinstatement as junior most emp loyee of his 
category. The workman, it is said . waited for the verdict in 
respect of his brother before raising the dispute. That is 
how the delay occurred. The caste of the brother of the 
workman is not disputed by the management. But the 
management docs not agree that both cases are similar. 
The workman has produced notification regarding 
publication of award passed by Labour Court, Kollam along 
with a copy of award. It shows that the misconduct is same 
and the award was published in Gazzetie of India on 
31-1-2006. He was ordered to be reinstated as junior most 
in the cadre without back wages and attendant benefits. 

1!. it is submitted by the learned counsel for the 
workman on the basis of 3 decisions of Horfbie Supreme 
Court reported in 1991-II-LLJ 65, 1997 SCC (L&S) 1505, 
1998 SCC (L&S) 1116 as well as a decision of Bombay i ugh 
Court reported in l999-HI-LLJ(Suppli) 1392 that action taken 
after long delay has deprived-him of the chance of alternate 
employment and the punishment is harsh. On facts the 
decisions of Hon'ble Supreme Court do not squarely apply 
to the case on nand. However dicision of Bombay High 
Court is relevant. There an employee of State of 
Maharashtra who was in the Medical and Health 
Service Department for 7 years, was terminated trom 
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action, is altogether a different question Bui here the 
question is whether the workman can take advantage of 
his own wrong. The workman alone cannot be blamed for 
the situation. Had the bank done its duty properly, at the 
appropriate time the problem would not have arisen. 1 he 
worker too would not have been put to rm awkward 
situation. No doubt the misconduct proved is gross 
misconduct for which punishment should be 
commensurate. But for gross misconduct several 
punishment are provided in Clause 19.6 of the L si m Bipartite 
Settlement as follows :— 


him i 
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19.6 An employee found guilty of gross misconduct 

may: 

(a) be dismissed without notice; or 

(b) be warned or censured, or have an adverse 
remark entered against him; or 

(c) be fined; or 

(d) have his increment stopped; or 

(e) have his misconduct condoned and be merely 
discharged. 

Anyone of the punishments can be imposed 
depending upon the gravity of the misconduct. 
Considering the long delay in taking disciplinary action, 
the number of years of service of the workman in the bank, 
his performance and conduct, his age and the poor family 
background, I don’t think the maximum punishment is 
warranted in this case. Since the workman is otherwise 
qualified for the post, he shali be allowed to continue till 
superannuation but without back wages or attendant 
benefits or continuity of service or further increments or 
promotion. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in discharging the workman from 
service is not fair and just. The management is directed to 
reinstate him in service within a period of one month on 
publication of the award, but without back wages, attendant 
benefits, continuity of service, future increments and 
promotion. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 23rd 
day of February, 2010. 

P. L.NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


Appendix 


Witness for the Workman 

- 

Nil 

Witness for the Management 

- 

Nil 

Exhibit for the Workman 

- 

Nil 

Exhibit for the Management 

- 



Ml - Enquiry File. 
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[Tf. T^T-12012/74/2008II) | 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 933. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Emakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the the employees in relation to the 
management of Central Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
10-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/74/2008-1 R(B-I!)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THECENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOIJRCOURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri.P.L.Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Monday the I st day of March, 2010/10th Falgunam, 1931) 

1. D. 12/2009 

Workman : Shri C. Rajagopalachari, 

Sree Kailas, Samrdhi Nagar-56, 
Asramam, Quilon-691 002. 

By Adv.Sri.Manoj R. Nair. 

Management : The Regional Manager, 

Central Bank of India, P.B.No. 98 
Gopal Building, Thyvila Road, 

Th iruvananthapuram- 695 001 

By Adv. Sir Devan Ramachandran. 

This case coming up for hearing on 01 -03-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act challenging the disciplinary action 
against the workman. 

2. Though both sides entered appearance and filed 
their pleadings when the matter was posted for examination 
of Enquiry Officer repeatedly the management was not ready 
and the Enquiry Officer remained absent always. In the 
circumstances it is unnecessary to keep the case pending 
indefinitely. It is for the management to prove that a proper 
enquiry was conducted and the charges stand proved 
as per the evidence adduced in the enquiry. Since the 
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management has not attempted to prove the same the 
enquiry cannot stand. 

Hn the result as award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in compulsorily retiring the 
workman, Sri Rajagopalachari from service is not legal and 
justified and the workman is entitled to be reinstated with 
back wages and consequential benefits. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed' by me on this the 1st 
day of March, 2010. 

P. L. NOKBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix - Nil 
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New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 934. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.2/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Lab'our Court, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in Industrial 
Dispute between the the employees in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10-3-2010. 

INo. L-12012/102/2007-IR(B-II)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE I IIE CENTRAL GOVERNM ENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th March, 2010 
Present: A.N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 2/2008 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Indian Bank and their 
workman) 


Shri S.P.Kumar : Petitioner/1 Party 

Vs. 

The General Manager : Respondent/I I Parly 

Indian Bank Head Office 
RajajiSalai 
Chennai-600001 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner: M/s. K.M.Ramesh 
For the Management; M/s. T.S.Gopalan & Co. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No.L-i2012/102/2007-1R (B-II) dated 
17-12-2007 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the Management oflndian 
Bank , Chennai in compulsorily retiring Shri S.P. Kumar, 
Sub-staff is fair and legal? If not, what relief he is entitled 
to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the Industrial Dispute, the 
referred ID was taken on file as ID 2/2008. Both sides entered 
appearance through their respective counsel and filed their 
Claim and Counter Statement as the case may be 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement briefly 
read as follows: 

The petitioner while was Sub-staff in Nanganallur 
branch of the Respondent/Bank was issued a Show Cause 
Notice dated 24-6-2002 for unauthorized transfer of 
Rs. 6,000 from SB A/e No. 6029 of Mr. V.Bharati Raj at the 
instance of the petitioner to his SBA/c 5086 on 
24-1-2001 without the authority of the customer. The 2nd 
Charge Sheet dated 16-10-2002 was issued alleging the 
petitioner to have had fraudulently withdrawn from SB 
A/c No. 6029 of V.Bharati Raj. The disciplinary proceeding 
against him is against principles of natural justice. His 
suspension is malafide. The enquiry conducted on 1st 
Charge Sheet was not impartial. The Enquiry Officer was 
personally biased against him. The management witness 
has not given any adverse comments against the I si party. 
The enquiry is not fair or proper but is vitiated. The enquiry 
on the 2nd Charge Sheet also was not fair or proper. There 
were two enquiry reports. Common Show Cause Notice 
dated 6-10-2003 proposing punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement with superannuation benefits was issued to 
him . The petitioner submitted reply denying guilt. On 
10-4-2002, the punishment was imposed. The appeal 
preferred was rejected on 10-6-2006. The punishment is 
illegal, unjustified and improper and is victimization in unfair 
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labour practice. The petitioner did not indulge m any 
misappropriation. The petitioner was not given opportunity 
to properly defend the charges. He was not given 
opportunity to examine the documents. No sufficient- 
opportunity was given to cross-examine the management 
witness. The findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse 
made without proper appreciation of the evidence. There 
is no proper application of mind by the Enquiry Officer, 
the Disciplinary Authority or the Appellate Authority. 
There is no necessity for two Charge Sheets or two enquiry 
proceedings. The Tribunal may re-appreciate the evidence 
under Section -11A of the ID Act. It is prayed that the 
punishment be held illegal and unjustified and the petitioner 
be reinstated into service with all attendant benefits. 

4. Bereft of unnecessary details, the contentions 
raised in the Counter Statement are as follows: 

On 24-1 -2001, the petitioner seemed to present a 
Bank Debit Voucher for debiting SB A/c No. 6029 of one V. 
Bharati Raj for Rs. 6,000 with the petitioner's signature on 
the back side for transfer to his SB A/c No. 5086 to the 
Ledger Clerk Shankar Subramanian stating that the account 
holder had promised to issue a confirmation cheque in his 
favour and the amount may be transferred to his account. 
Accordingly, the sum was transferred by entries in the 
Ledger made by the concerned clerk on passing of voucher 
by Officer M. Chandrasekhar. By that transfer the account 
of petitioner with a debit balance of Rs. 5,673 resulted in a 
credit balance of Rs. 326. There was no confirmation cheque 
from account holder of SB A/c No. 6029. On 
2-5-2002, the account holder came to know the petitioner 
having had unauthorizedly transferred Rs. 6,000 from his 
SB A/c 6029. On 3-5-2002, the account holder Bharati Raj 
complained in writting about the same and demanded credit 
of the sum with interest to his account. The petitioner was 
suspended on v 30-5-2002. Show Cause Notice was issued 
on 24-6-2002 pointing out the misconduct. No reply was 
furnished. Charge Sheet was issued on 8-10-2002. An 
enquiry was conducted from 30-10-2002 to 27-1-2003. On 
27-11-2002 at the instance of the petitioner, Bharati Raj 
wrote a letter to the Branch Manager reporting the petitioner 
to have had remitted Rs. 6,000 with interest to his account 
simultaneously issuing a withdrawal slip for Rs. 6,000. By 
the enquiry report dated 12-4-2003, charge was found 
proved. Copy was furnished to the petitioner to which on 
21 -5-2003 , he gave reply. On 6-10-2003, notice proposing 
punishment of Compulsory Retirement was issued. He 
replied on 19-11-2003. On 25-11-2003, he was heard 
personally. He prayed for punishment short of termination 
of employment. On 5-12-2003, an order of Compulsory 
Retirement with superannuation benefits was passed. On 
17-6-2003 for some other irregularities he was charge 
sheeted and an enquiry was held and order of punishment 
of compulsory retirement was passed on 8-9-2003. Similar 
practices were being perpetrated by the petitioner as 


noticed between 21-12-2006and 15-4-2001. The petitioner 
had been subjected to disciplinary action in 3 vigilance 
cases. The show cause notice dated 6-10-2003 related to 
the Vigilance Case No. 519. The petitioner was given every 
opportunity to vindicate his stand in the enquiry. The 
enquiry is not biased and is not liable to be interfered with. 
The benefits of money enjoyed by the petitioner from 
24-1 -2001 to November, 2002 amounts to misappropriation. 
There is no scope to interfere with the punishment. 

5. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of WWI 
and Ex. W1 to Ex. W3 on the petitioner's side. On the 
Respondent’s side, no oral evidence was adduced and 
Ex. Ml to Ex, M20 were marked of which Ex. Ml to 
Ex. M17 were on consent. 

6. The points for consideration arc: 

(i) Whether the punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement on the petitioner/sub-staff is fair and 
legal ? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled ? 

Points (I) and (ii) 

7. The learned counsel for the petitioner limited his 
arguments to the aspect that on Ex. M6 complaint dated 
04-05-2002, the petitioner was proceeded against which 
complaint was withdrawn by the same complainant under 
Ex. Mil since the petitioner in the meantime remitted 
the amount in the debit balance being Rs. 6,000. He 
continued to argue that there was no need to continue the 
proceedings against the petitioner and that there is no loss 
to the bank. According to him the complaint was only to 
get back the money. There is no misconduct warranting 
any disciplinary action culminating in any punishment. 

8. The contra argument on behalf of the Respondent/ 
Management advanced by its learned counsel is that it is 
the propensity to be dishonest which tempted the petitioner 
to commit the misconduct of illegally transferring 
Rs. 6,000 from the account of complainant, Bharati Raj viz. 
from SB A/c. No. 6029 to the SB A/c. No. 5086 in the name 
of the petitioner by debiting against the account of Bharati 
Raj and crediting to the account of the petitioner. The sum 
is of Rs. 6,000 with which the credit balance in the account 
of the petitioner showed Rs. 326 as against an overdrawn 
amount of Rs. 5,673 as shown in the ledger account of the 
petitioner at the relevant time. Both the credit and debit 
vouchers are signed by the petitioner. The same is a serious 
misconduct. Though there is no loss occasioned to the 
Bank, there is wrongful gain by the petitioner. The petitioner 
does not deserve any lenient treatment in the matter of 
punishment and therefore there is no scope for interference 
with the punishment as well. 

9. On a consideration of the rival contentions, I am 
led to hold that there is noting wrong with the enquiry or 
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the finding as well as the punishment imposed. The 
punishment imposed is Compulsory Retirement with 
superannuation benefit and the petitioner has already been 
in receipt of the benefits. The punishment is only to be 
kept intact warranting no interference by this Tribunal. 
The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

10. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th March, 2010} 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the I Party/Petitioner : W W1, Sri S. P. Kumar 
For the II Party/Management : None 
Documents Marked:— 

From the Petitioner’s side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. W1 

12-03-2003 

Letter of the Defence 
Representative to the Enquiry 
Officer enclosing therewith 
the summing up of the defence 
on the enquiry proceeding held 
against the 1st Party. 

Ex. W2 

17-01-2004 

Appeal submitted to the 
Appellate Authority by the 1st 
Party/Petitioner. 

Ex.W3 

10-06-2006 

Letter from the Chief Manager 
(HRM). HRM Department, 
Head Office of the Respondent 
Bank regarding disposal of the 
Appeal by the Appellate 
Authority. 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

30-05-2002 

Suspension letter issued to 
Petitioner. 

Ex. M2 

24-06-2002 

Show Cause Notice issued to 
the petitioner initiation of 
disciplinary action. 

Ex. M3 

08-10-2002 

Charge memo issued to the 
petitioner 

Ex. M4 

- 

Enquiry proceedings. 

Ex. M5 

04-05-2002 

Letter from the Respondent 
to the AGM, Circle Office, 
Office regarding the complaint 
letter of customer (ME.!). 


Ex.M6 

04-05-2002 

Complaint letter addressed 
by the customer to the 
Respondent regarding the- 
unauthorized transfer of 
money from his account 
(MF-.2). 

Ex.M7 


Entry details in respect of 

A/c. No. 16029 pertaining *o 

Mr. Bharathi Raj (MET) 

£x.M8 

* 

Statement of Account 
pertaining to the customer SB 
A/c; No, 6029 (ME.4). 

Ex. M9 


Statement of Act mm' 
pertaining to the petitioner in 
SB A/c. No. 5086 (ME. 5). 

Ex.MlO 

24-0 i-2001 

Challan details of t-anxfer 
remittance in respect of debit 
entry for a sum of Rs 6 000 
(ME.6). 

Ex.Mll 

04-12-2002 

Letter of the Respondent to 
the Circle Office enclosing 
the letter from the customer 
(DE.l). 

Ex.MI2 

12-04-2003 

Findings of the Enquiry Officer 

Ex.M613 

16-04-2003 

Letter of the Respondent to 
the petitioner enclosing the 
copy of the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer 

Ex. M14 

21-05-2003 

Reply by the petitioner. 

Ex. M15 

06-10-2003 

Second Show Cause Notice 
issued to the petitioner 

Ex.M16 

19-11-2003 

Reply by the petitioner 

Ex. M17 

05-12-2003 

Punishment of compulsory 
retirement issued to ihe 
petitioner. 

Ex. Ml 8 

17-06-2002 

Charge Memo issued to the 
petitioner. 

Ba.M19 

07-02-2003 

Letter issued to the 
petitioner by the Respondent 
calling for CApl-mai;‘.*;i in 
respect of several irnegioantic* 
committed. 

Ev M20 

01-09-2003 

Letter by the ■Respondent. 


to the General Manager/ 

Disc ipIinarv Aut horitv 
informing the findings of 
Enquiry Officer in respect of 
Charge Sheet dated i 7-06-2002. 
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New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 935. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.42 of 
2003) of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 12-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/161 /2003-IR(B-II)] 
U.S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 42 of 2003 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Sri Mahadeo Narain Dogre 
Son of Sh. Ram S Dagore 
House No. 23/158, 

Jeewani Mandi, 

Agra. 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Indian Bank, Circle Office, 

Habubbullah Estate, 

Hazaratganj, 

I ,ucknow. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MOL, New Delhi, vide 
notification no. L-12012/161/2003-IR(B-II) dated 
27-11-2003 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Bank, Agra in terminating the services of 
Sri Mahadcv Narain Dogre Part time Sweeper with 
effect from 16-07-99 was legal and justified? If not 
what relief is the workman concerned entitled to?” 

3. Briefly stated facts of the case are that the 
claimant applicant has alleged that his services have been 
terminated unlawfully without following the principles of 


natural justice. He alleged that he was employed on 
1-11-86, as pari time sweeper under the management Indian 
Bank Agra for the post of part time sweeper with basic 
pay of Rs. 450 per month and he remained in service till 
21-08-95, on 22-8-95 he was suspended, he was served 
with a show cause notice on 14-3-98, It has further been 
pleaded that the opposite party completed the inquiry in 
formal manner and terminated his services vide order dated 
16-7-99 and he made an appeal which was also rejected. 
On the basis of above pleadings it has been prayed that 
the order of termination of his service be set aside and he 
be reinstated in the service with full pay and allowance 
together with continuity of service and all consequential 
benefits. 

4. Opposite party has filed the written statement 
alleging that the claimant was part time sweeper but he 
was unpunctual and not discharging his duties. Often he 
used to come in drunken state and picking up quarrel with 
the employees and customers of the bank causing serious 
damage to the image of the bank. He was issued a charge 
sheet on 14-12-94. He was also issued another charge sheet 
on 24-4-95 for his alleged misconduct mentioned in 
paragraph 3 of the written statement. He was placed under 
suspension on 22-8-95, He was also issued one more charge 
sheet on 06-09-95 for the charges mentioned in Para 4 of 
the written statement. Enquiry proceedings were adjourned 
on a number of times but the delinquent employee did not 
cooperate with the inquiry. The disciplinary authority after 
going through the findings of the enquiry officer concurred 
with the findings and imposed the punishment of dismissal 
without notice upon the claimant including other 
punishment of stoppage of next increment for a period of 
six months with cumulative effect as mentioned in Para 8. 
Complainant made an appeal also but he did not appear 
before the appellate authority. On his request he was 
allowed to avail travelling allowance for appearing before 
the appellate authority and later on the claimant appeared 
before the appellate authority and he was heard thoroughly. 
But the appellate authority after going through the 
evidence and after giving hearing opportunity he rejected 
the appeal. Therefore, it is wrong to say that the workman 
was not given proper opportunity to defend his case. 

5. Claimant also filed the counter reply denying the 
aversion made by the opposite party in the written 
statement and reiterated his own averments. 

6. I heard the case perused the record thoroughly. 

7. The claimant was given sufficient time and 
opportunities to produce evidence but no party produced 
any evidence either oral or documentary. 

8. The only point is to be decided in the present 
reference is whether the action of the opposite party in 
terminating the services of the claimant was legal and 
justified. It has been alleged by the claimant that he was a 
part time sweeper. Opposite party has alleged that the 


1117 Gl/10—9 




\m THE GAZETTE OF INDIA;APRIL 10, 2010/CHAi i'RA20. 1932 [Part II— Shc. 3(ii)J 


claimant was unpunctual and nor discharging his duties 
properly. He used to come in drunker state and picking up 
quarrel with the employees and the customers of the bank. 
It was also alleged that the delinquent employees was 
issued three charge sheets and inquiry was conducted 
mticus and he was given proper opportunity to defend 
himself and a thorough inquiry were conducted by the 
enquiry officers and the disciplines v authority after going 
through findings of the enquiry officers and after 
considering the same he also gave an opportunity of 
persona! hearing to the delinquent employee in the matter 
and concurred with the findings of ttm enquiry officer and 
impose ! punishment of dismissal. 

9. In such circumstances I feel that the burden of 
proving allegations as mentioned O the claim statement 
prims facie in the first stage lies on the claimant, but he did 
not appear even before the tribunal and the court after 
giving so many opportunities m p» co c the pleadings, Some 
evidence is required, but the claimant did not take the care 
to prove the pleadings. He did not appear to argue the 
case whereas opposite party wa present and thee 
opposed the claim of the claimant. 

10. Under these circumstances ! find that the 
claimant has OPH to prove his :v;se. therefore, reference 
is decided ag-wis*. ihu claima-V: 6 in favour of die 
opposite party. 

RA M FARR 2 ? 1, Pres id mg Officer 
ftreft, 12 2010 
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New Delhi, the ! 2th March, 2010 

S. O. 936,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, i°47 (U- of 1947), the Cent it! 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/5/ 
08) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Punjab National 13ank and their workman, 
which as received by the Central Government on 
12-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/1!2/2007-1 R(B-II)] 
U.S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TR! BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/5/08 
Date 25-2-2010. 

Petitioner/ ; Shri Prakash Ramdas Gangapag, 

Party No. I Jagj iwan Ram Nagar, At-Tapa Road, 
Akola(M.S.) 

Versus 

RspondcnC : f he Sr. Divisional Manager, 

Party No. 2 Punjab National Bank, 

Divisional Office, Kingsway, 

S.V. Patel Marg, 

Nagpur-440001. (M.S.) 

AWARD 

b .'/’d 25th February, 2010 

L The Central Government after satisfying 
the existence of dispute between Shri Prakash Ramdas 
Gangapag, A kola /Party No. 1) and the Sr. Divisional 
Manager, Punjab National Bank, Divisional Office* 
Kingsway, Nagpur (Party No. 2) referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its letter Nod. 1201 21 
112/2007 »iR(R-IN dated 5-2-2008 under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (I) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1°4 7 (14 of 1947) with the following 
schedule. 

2, *AVr Tv-; ‘.he action of the Disciplinary Authority 
(Sr. Regional Manager. P.N.B Nagpur) in awarding 
a punishment of Discharging iron service with 
superannuation benefits (Pension, Provident Fund 
& Gratuity) without disqualification from future 
employment is justified, legal and proper if not 
then what v eHef the concerned workman is entitled 
to?" 

3. The redner.ee came up for hearing on Io4-2008 
on which both the parties were present and filed their 
Vakalatname. Since then the petitioner and his counsel 
were absent for more than one year, 'l he Counsel for 
Petitioner has not filed his Statement of Claim On 24-2- 
2010, the petitioner and his counsel were also absent. It 
seeems that the Petitioner is not interested in prosecuting 
the case. I do not think it proper to continue it on the same 
stage years together. In the circumstances, no purpose 
will be served in continuing the case, hence it dismissed 
for the default of the Petitioner and pass the negative 
award that he is riot entitled for any relief, lienee this 
Award. 

Dated: 25-2-2010. 

A.N.YADAV, Presiding Officer 


•« *1 H 


f'H I 


y • • : i iiu« |l ■' 


initpiif ;|wi t »nii 




[srFTII —wtz 3(ii)] 


10, 2010/#5T 20. 1932 


16 RT3, 2010 

3GT. 3TT. 937.—1947 (1947 
14) -ti ^TRT 17 ^ SPJRF'T R, 7TTTO 3TW 

ffe^IT VQWti 3^ 3*1«h ‘tt4 c hl<f ^ 

3 3fl^lP|0h f^K 4 =6^1^ TTTcfiR 3fcljT|'3> 
(wiTk (21/2006) 

T&ti t, ti «b-*ta mm ti 16-3-2010 ~ti W<T f3TT ani 
[tf. i^f-i2012/133/2005-3TT^3TR(^I)] 

^ "m, 

New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 937.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the awafd (Ref. No. 21/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workman, received by the Central Government on 
16-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/133/2005-lR(B-I)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR.R.K.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALNO. I, KARKARDOOMA COURT, 
COMPLEX, DELHI 
Industrial Dispute No. 21/2006 
Subhash Kumar, 

Village Laisana, Office Rajnpura, 

Distt. Meerut (U.P.), 

Meerut (U P.) ...Claimant 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Regional-1, Zonal Office, 

Garh Road, Meerut, 

Meerut (U.P.) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Local Implementation Committee, Kesarganj Branch, 
State Bank of India, Garh Road, Meerut (hereinafter referred 
to as the Committee), appointed Shri Subhash Kumar as a 
canteen boy. He served the Committee w.e.f. 22-7-1994 till 
30-6-2004. When his services were disengaged, he raised 
an industrial dispute before the Conciliation Officer. On 
receipt of the failure report the appropriate Government 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication, vide 
order No. L-120l2/133/2005-]R(B-l), New Delhi dated 
6-6-2006, with the following terms: 

“Whether the person Shri Subhash Kumar engaged 
in the State Bank of India, Kesarganj Branch, Meerut 
w.e.f. 22-7-1994 to 30-6-2004 was employed regularly 
on the work of messenger/peon? If so, his 
disengagement/termination from the Kesarganj 
Branch, Mocrut w.e.f. 1-7-2004 without any notice 


and compensation is legal, fair and jus? i lied? If »k.i 

to what relief the workman is entitled io? ,: 

2. In his claim statement, Shri Subhash Kumar 
projects that he was appointed as Messenger-cum- 
Canteen Boy-cum-General Servant at Kesarganj Branch, 
State Bank of India, on 22-7-1994, He worked regularly on 
the said post til! 30-6-2004. He used to perform duties of 
Messenger-cum-General Servant-cum-Canteen Boy from 
9 AM to 6 PM. Indoor and outdoor duties of a messenger 
were also performed by him various Vouchers, on the 
strength of which payments were released irf his favour, 
would project that he performed outdoor duties of a 
messenger. Circular dated 25-5-1991 highlights that a 
Canteen Boy, whose services have been utilized for 30 
days as a messenger in a calender year and paid 
conveyance bills for outdoor duties, shall be eligible for 
being considered for absorption in bank services. A large 
number of canteen boys were regularized in services of 
the bank, in terms of agreement dated 27-10-1988 and 
9-1-1990, He submitted several representations for 
regularization of his services. Instead of regularizing him, 
his services were dispensed with w.e.f. 1-7-2004. He was 
not paid minimum wages as per circular dated 12-11-1997. 
Termination of his service is violative of the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the I.D. Act. He seeks reinstatement of his 
services with continuity and full back wages, besides 
payment of minimum wages, in pursuance of Bipartite 
Settlement for the period he served the bank. 

3 Context was given to the claim by the management 
pleading that Subhash Kumar was employed by the 
Committee as a Canteen Boy and as such no relationship 
of employer and employee existed between him and the 
management bank. There is no obligation on the pert of 
the bank to provide canteen facilities to its employees, 
thereby creating relationship of employer and employee 
between the claimant and the bank. Batik was not involved 
in the management of the bank canteen run by the 
Committee. The claimant performed duties under guidance 
and supervision of the Committee. Whenever he performed 
duties for the bank due to exigency of work he was paid 
for that work. Casual work performed by him would not 
create any relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties. It has been claimed that since the claimant was 
not an employee of the bank, his claim is devoid of merits. 

It may be dismissed. 

4. On pleadings of the parties following issues were 
settled : 

1. Whether there is no master and servani 
relationship between the claimant and the management? 

2. As in terms of reference? 

3. relief. 

5. Claimant has examined himself in support 
claim. Shri Brahma Nand Nigam was examined by the 
management to support their defence. No other witness 
was examined by either of the parties. 

6. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri J. N. Kapur, 
authorised representative, advanced arguments on behalf 
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of the claimant. Shi i Pravin Sharma, authorised 
representative, raised his submissions on behalf of the 
management, i have given my careful consideration to 
the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused 
the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows 
Issue No. I. 

7. Claimant unfolds that he joined service at 
Kesarganj Branch of the Bank on 22-7-1994 as canteen 
boy. He was paid Rs. 700 PM towards his wages. He used 
to go to other branches for clearing purposes, besides 
attending jobs at post office. He served the bank 
continuously upto 1st of July, 2004. His services were 
orally terminated. No notice or pay in lieu thereof was 
given to him. He was m>t paid any retrenchment 
compensation. He was paid conveyance charges by the 
bank for outside duties. His conveyance charges bills are 
Ex. WW1/1 to Ex, WW 1/90. During the course of his 
cross examination he admits that he was kept on job for 
preparing tea for-employees of the bank, as well as for 
outside jobs. He admits that he was paid by the bank for 
outside job. One Pramod Aggarwal was approached by 
him for the job. 

8. Shri Brahma Nand Nigam detailed that Subhash 
Kumar was appointed to serve tea by the Secretary of the 
Committee. Subhash Kumar was never in the employment 
of the bank. He used to serve tea and water to the staff of 
the bank. When a permanent messenger used to be on 
leave in that eventuality work was taken from an employee 
employed by the Committee. Payment of wages of an 
employee, employed by the Committee, is being paid out 
of the account of the Committee. Bank was having no 
control over the functions of Subhash Kumar. His actions 
were supervised by the Secretary of the Committee. He 
admits that whenever a permanent messenger happens to 
be on leave work is taken from a Canteen Boy. Conveyance 
charges cannot be paid to a person who is not employee 
of the bank. Remunerations were being paid to Subhash 
Kumar through cheques. 

9. Out of facts projected by Shri Brahma Nand N igam 
and those conceded to by the claimant, it came to light 
that the claimant was appointed as Canteen Boy by the 
Committee, lie served the Committee till 1st of July, 2004. 
For that purpose remuneration was being paid to him by 
the Committee. Whenever a permanent messenger was on 
leave the claimant was sent to perform job of a messenger. 
He was paid for those casual jobs. Vouchers Ex, WW 1/1 
to Ex.WW 1/90 project that fact. Therefore, out of facts 
projected by the parties it came to light that the claimant 
was engaged as Canteen Boy by the Committee. It is not 
disputed that the Committee runs a canteen and employs 
a Canteen Boy. 

10. It is an admitted fact that the bank bears by way 
of subsidy to the extent of 95% of the cost incurred by the 
canteens for payment of salary, provident fund 
contribution, gratuity, uniform etc. and also provides 
premises, furniture, utensils, electricity, water etc. to the 
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Committee free of charge. The canteen so sun by the 
Committee is not a statutory canteen. The Committee is 
not under any legal obligation to run such a canteen. Bank 
does not exercise supervision and control on the work of 
Canteen Boy employed by the Committee. The bank has 
absolutely no tight to take any disciplinary action or to 
direct any employee of the Committee to do a particular 
work. In the absence of any obligation, statutory or 
otherwise for running a canteen by the bank, an employee 
of the Committee cannot be termed as an employee of the 
bank. Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court in 
Reserve Bank of India’s case [1996(3) S.C.C. 267] 

11 In State Bank of India’s case (AIR 2000 SC 1518) 
the Apex Court was seized of such a porposition. It was 
ruled therein that canteens run by the Committee for 
providing certain amenities in the branch are non statutory, 
non recognized canteens, because admittedly there is 
neither statutory provision nor any obligation arising out 
of award or contract between the bank and its employees 
to run such canteen. Employees of the canteens, which 
are being run at various branches by Local Implementation 
Committee would not become employee of the bank, as 
bank is not having any statutory or contractual obligation 
to run such canteens, Bank does not employ Canteen Boys. 
Bank does not supervise or control their work. For 
appointing a Canteen Boy there are no rules framed by the 
bank. The Bank has nothing to do with the running of the 
Canteen. The scheme framed by the bank for running of a 
Canteen by Local Implementation Committee only 
promotes welfare activities for benefit of its employees. 
Therefore, it cannot be said that Canteen Boys are 
employees of the Bank. 

12. Ex.WW 1/1 to Ex.WW 1/90 project that the 
claimant was sent for casual jobs by the bank, for which 
he was paid. There are only 90 vouchers from 
December, 1994 till June, 2004, on the strength of which 
coolie charges were paid to him. Documents referred above 
simply project that the claimant was paid charges for 
casual job performed by him. Those casual jobs were taken 
from the claimant in the case of exigencies. Documents 
referred above show that claimant was asked to perform 
job for the bank at intervals, for which he was paid. These 
documents nowhere project that the claimant was engaged 
as an employee by the management bank. Consequently 
these documents nowhere create relationship of master 
and servant between the bank and the claimant. Applying 
the law laid above it is evident that the claimant who was 
working as Canteen Boy under the supervision of the 
Committee cannot be tailed to be an employee of the Bank. 
The issue is, therefore, 1 answered in favour of the bank 
and against the claimant. 

Issue No. 2. 

13. Claimant places reliance on circular Ex.M W1 /W1. 
Perusal of this circular highlights that the bank invited 
application from casual employees for their absorption. 
When jobs of casual nature were taken from Canteen Boy, 
their cases were also considered for absorption. However, 
circular Ex.M WI /W1 makes it clear that practice of asking 
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Canteen Boys to perform jobs of casual nature for the 
bank was depricated. This circular was issued in 1991, 
much prior to the date when claimant performed casual 
jobs for the bank. Contents of the circular make it clear 
that the bank never intended to absorb services of Canteen 
Boys, employed by the Local Implementation Committee, 
}n future. 

14. Whether claimant can seek application of the 
said circular to his case? For an answer, legal provisions 
are to be take not of. Equality before law and equal 
protection of laws are fundamental rights of every person, 
ordains Article 14 of the Constitution. The guiding 
principles laid in Article 14 are that persons who are 
similarly situated, shall be treated alike both in privileges 
conferred and liability imposed, which means that amongst 
equals the law should be equal and should be equally 
administered and that like should be treated a like. Article 
16 of the Constitution guarantees equality of opportunities 
for all citizens in matters relating to employment or 
appointment to any office under the State. What is 
guaranted is the equality of opportunity. Like all other 
employers. Government is also entitled to pick and choose 
from amongst a large number of candidates offering 
themselves for employment. But the selection process must 
not be arbitrary. The guarantee given by clause (a) of 
Article 16 of the Constitution will cover (a) initial 
appointments (b) promotions (c) termination of 
employment (d) and matters relating to salary, periodical 
increments, leaves, gratuity, pension, age of 
superannuation etc. Matters relating to employment or 
appointments include all matters in relations to 
employment both prior and subsequent to the 
employment which are incidental to the employment and 
form part of the terms and conditions of such employment. 

15. Fundamental rights guaranteed by article 14 
forbids class legislation, but does not forbid classification 
or differentiation which rests upon reasonable ground of 
discretion. Classification is the recognition ofthe relations, 
and in making it the Government must be allowed a wide 
latitude of discretion and judgment. In a way, the 
consequences of such classification would undoubtedly 
be to differentiate persons belonging to that class from 
others. The classification must be founded on an 
intelligible differentia which distinguishes persons or 
things that are grouped together from others left out of 
the group and the differentia must have a rational relation 
to the object sought to be achieved. Classification may 
be made according to the nature of persons, nature of 
business, and may be based with reference to time. 

16. Concept of equality guaranteed by article 16 of 
the constitution is something more than formal equality 
and enables the underprivileged groups to have a fair 
share by having more than equal chance and enables the 
State to give favoured treatment to those groups by 
achieving real equality with reference to social needs. 
'Protection discrimination’ enabled the State to adopt new 
strategy to bring underprivileged at par with the rest of 
the society, by providing all possible opportunities and 


incentives to them. Therefore a class may be allowed to 
have preferential treatment in the matter relating to 
employment or appointment. There cannot be rule of 
equality between members of separate and independent 
group of persons. Persons can be classified in different 
groups, based on in terms of nature of persons, nature of 
business and with reference to time. Therefore 
classification based on experience, in relation to time for 
which personal drives employed by the officers of the 
bank had served, has a reasonable differentia. 

17. To claim equal ity with the aforesaid canteen boys, 
it was for the claimant to show that he stood on equal 
footing with them. Not even an iota of fact has been 
brought over the record by the claimant to show that he 
was at par with the aforesaid canteen boys. Circular was 
issued in 1991, while claimant joined services of the 
Committee on 22-7-1994. Circular was appl icable to those 
canteen boys who worked prior to its issuance and 
deprecated employment of canteen boys by the bank for 
casual jobs. Therefore lapose of time places the claimant 
in different clarification than those canteen boys, who 
worked prior to 1991. In such a situation it cannot be said 
that the claimant was discriminated when his services were 
not regularised by the bank. 

18. Even otherwise regularisation of the 
services of .the claimant cannot be ordered, 
since it would amount to back door entry in 
the services ofthe bank, which is State with 
the meaning of Article 12 ofthe Constitution. 
Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court 
in Uma Devi [2006(4) SCC 1 ]. In view of these 
facts it is evident that he is not entitled for 
regularization in the services ofthe bank. Issue 
is accordingly answered in favour of the bank. 

Relief 

19. Since there was no relationship of employer and 
employee between the parties the claimant cannot seek 
relief of reinstatement in the service of the management 
bank. No case of discrimination has been brought over 
the record. His case deserves dismissal. The same is 
accordingly dismissed. An award is passed. It be sent to 
the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated: 26-2-2010. 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
16^,2010 
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New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 938.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 5/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court- 
1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of State Bank of India and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 16-3*2010. 

[No. L-12012/51/2006-1R(B-I)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. 1C K.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. I, KARKARDOOMA COURT, 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

Industrial Dispute No. 5/2007 
The General Secretary, 

All India Bank Staff Association (Regd.), 

33-34, Bank Enclave, Ring Road, 

Rajouri Garden, New Delhi -1! 0027. 

.. .Workman 

Versus 

The Asstt. General Manager (Region-1), 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

Garh Road, Meerut (UP) 

Meerut (U.P.) 

.. .Management 

AWARD 

Ved Parkash was involved in a criminal case 
registered by the CBl, vide R.C.No.31 (A)/l 993, for offences 
punishable under Section 419,420, 467,468 and 471 read 
with Section 120-B of the Penal Code. He was placed under 
suspension on 29-4-93, Investigation was concluded by 
the C.B. 1. and a charge sheet was filed before a court of 
competent jurisdiction. Domestic enquiry proceedings 
were kept in abeyance by the management, in pursuance 
of the provisions of para 521 (3) of the Sastry Award. 
Subsequently, the domestic enquiry proceedings were 
initiated against the claimant, in view of law handed down 
by the Apex Court in that regard. Claimant requested the 
bank authorities to enhance his subsistence allowance, 
which request was declined. He approached All India Bank 
Staff Association for redressal of his grievances. A claim 
statement was filed before the Conciliation Officer. When 
conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate 
Government referred the dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, vide order No.L-12012/5 l/2006-IR(D-l), New 
Delhi dated 15-1 -2007, with the following terms: 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India in denying full subsistence 
allowance w.e.f. 29-9-94 to Ved Parkash, Clerk- 


[Part 1! Si.c. 3(ii)| 


cum -Cashier, State Bank of India, Barout Branch, 
under suspension w.e.f. 29-4-2003 in violation of 
clause (>) of para 557 of Sastry Award modi lied 
by Bipartite Settlement is legal and just ified? If 
not, to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to and to what extent?’' 

2. Claim statement was filed on behalf of the 
workman pleading therein that he was placed under 
suspension on 29-4-93 on some false allegations. A charge 
sheet was issued to him on 26th of October, 2004. after a 
lapse of 12 years from the date of his suspension. Shri 
H. S. Sethi, Branch Manager, Kavi Nagar branch of the bank 
was appointed as Enquiry Officer, in January. 2005 . u has 
been claimed that the claimant is entitled for full wages as 
subsistence allowance in terms of provisions of Bipartite 
Settlement after expiry of one year from the date of his 
suspension, since enquiry proceedings were not 
concluded within one year from the dale of his suspension. 
He made number of representations for release of full 
subsistence allowance, but to no avail. When management 
did not listen, he raised an industrial dispute through Ail 
India Bank Staff Association vide letter dated 31 -3-2005. 
Management has been harassing and victimizing him, by 
way payment of 50% of his wages as subsistence 
allowance. The said action of the management is illegal. A 
claim has been made that the management may be directed 
to pay him full wages as subsistence allowance w.e.f. 
29-4-94. 

3, Claim was demurred by the management pleading 
that there has been no espousal by a substantial number 
of co-workers or a trade union of employees, hence the 
reference is liable to be rejected. It has not been disputed 
that Ved Parkash was placed under suspension on 
29-4-93 and not from 29-4-2003. The appropriate 
Government has given wrong date of suspensions in order 
of reference. It is evident that order of reference is not 
correct and is liable to be rejected on that count. It has 
been pleaded that Ved Parkash was involved in the criminal 
case registered by the C.B.I. The said case still pends 
adjudication against him. He was placed under suspension 
as per provisions contained in para 521 (2) (A) of the Sastry 
Award. It has not been disputed that he is being paid 50% 
of his wages as subsistence allowance. It is also not a 
matter of dispute that charge sheet was issued to him on 
26-10-04. It has been claimed that the enquiry proceedings 
were kept in abeyance, in accordance with the provisions 
of para 521 (3) of the Sastry Award, When the Apex Court 
handed down a decision to the effect that departmental 
enquiry can proceed alongwith the criminal prosecution, 
charge sheet was served on the workman. 11 is subsistence 
allowance is being paid in accordance with the provisions 
of 557 oflhe Sastry Award read with Bipartite Settlement 
dated 8-9-1983. The management projects that subsistence 
allowance was paid to the workman in accordance with 
the provisions of Sastry Award and Bipartite Settlements. 
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He is not entitled to full wages as subsistence allowance. 
His claim is 1 iable to be dismissed. 

4. Circular No. ADM: 16800 dated 26th of May, 82 
and D: A.K-2/R-3./Staff/FC/105 dated 11th of June, 2007 
were tendered by the workman in his evidence. These 
circulars were not disputed on behalf of the management. 
Hence the same were exhibited as EX.WI and Ex. W2 
respectively. Shri J. N. Kapur, authorised representative 
of the workman projected that no other evidence was to 
be adduced in the matter. He closed evidence of the 
workman. Shri Praveen Sharma, authorised representative 
of the management also opted not to adduce any evidence 
in the matter. 

5. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri J. N. Kapur, 
authorised representative, advanced arguments on behalf 
of the workman. Shri Praveen Sharma, authorised 
representative, raised his submissions on behalf of the 
management. 1 have given my careful considerations to 
the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused 
the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows : 

6. First and foremost contention advanced by the 
management is that reference order is incompetent. Shri 
Sharma argued that in the reference order it is mentioned 
that Ved Parkash was placed under suspension w.e.f. 
29-4-2003. He argued that Ved Parkash was suspended 
w.e.f. 29-4-93 and mentioning of incorrect date of his 
suspension in the terms of reference makes it incompetent. 
His contention has been that this Tribunal cannot go 
beyond the scope of reference and when incorrect date of 
suspension has been detailed in the order of reference, 
this Tribunal is duty bound to reject the reference. Contra 
to it Shri J. N. Kapur argued that the terms of reference 
projects that full subsistence allowance has been denied 
to the workman w.e.f. 29-4-93. He concedes that 
inadvertently date of suspension of workman has been 
detailed as 29-4-2003, in the terms of reference. However, 
he highlights that in the claim statement as well as written 
statement filed by the management, it is not a matter of 
dispute that the workman was suspended on 29-4-93. He 
agitates that these facts make it clear that out of pleadings 
of the parties, the real dispute has emerged over the record. 
He argued that contention advanced by the management 
are untenable on that count. 

7. For referring an industrial dispute to adjudication, 
the appropriate Government should satisfy itself, on the 
facts and circumstances brought to its notice, in its 
subjective opinion that an industrial dispute exists or is 
apprehended. The factual existence of a dispute or its 
apprehension and expediency of making a reference are 
matters entirely for the Government to decide. An order 
making a reference is an administrative act and the fact 
that the Government has to form an opinion as to the 
factual existence of an industrial dispute as a preliminary 


step to the discharge of its function does not take it out of 
administrative function of the Government. The adequacy 
or sufficiency of material on which opinion was formed is 
beyond the pale of judicial scrutiny. 

8. The scope of a reference is a matter of considerable 
importance. Although it is open to an industrial adjudicator 
to devise his own procedure, but he has to confine his 
adjudication to the points of dispute specified in the order 
of reference and to matters incidental thereto. Before 
embarking on adjudication, therefore, the adjudicator has 
to determine the scope of the order of reference. Hence, 
the question of the scope and construction of the order of 
reference becomes relevant. The construction of the order 
of reference will, in all probability, be easy or difficult, 
according as the document has been skillfully or carelessly, 
drawn. In India Paper Pulp Company Limited (1949 (1) LI J 
258) the Federal Court was concerned with a proposition 
as to whether the order of reference can be construed by 
an adjudicator. Chief Justice Kania, speaking for the Court, 
said that not infrequently, the orders of reference, arc 
“far from satisfactory and are not carefully drafted”. It is, 
therefore, desirable that the appropriate Government 
should frame such orders carefully and the question which 
are intended to be tried by the adjudicator should be so 
worded as to leave no scope for ambiguity or controversy. 
Same proposition of law was laid by Apex Court in Delhi 
Cloth and General Mills Limited (1967 (I) LLJ 423). 
Inaccuracy of language employed in the order of reference, 
however, does not always make any difference to the 
jurisdiction of the Tribunal to proceed, with the reference 
and adjudicate upon it, as'the Tribunal can interpret and 
find out the real meaning of the order of reference, as it 
stands. A duty is cast upon the Tribunal to make an attempt 
to construe order of reference to find out as to what was 
the real dispute which was referred to it and to decide it 
and not to throw it out on a mere technicality. Law to this 
effect was laid by the Apex court in Express Newspaper 
Lim ited [ 1962 (II) LLJ 227]. Reference can also be made to 
the precedent in Management of Barpukhurie l ea Estate 
[ 1978(I) LLJ 558] and Minimax Limited f 1968(I) IJ J 369]. 

9. When phraseology of order of reference is 
inelegant, the Tribunal should look to the substance rather 
than to the form of the order of reference. In construing 
terms of the order of reference and determining the scope 
and nature of the points referred, the Tribunal has to look 
into the order of reference itself. Therefore, it is clear that 
where the order of reference is vague or cryptic, the tribunal 
may cull out the real question by construing its 
phraseology. In C. P. Sarathy [I953(1)LLJ 174] the Apex 
Court ruled that when order of reference is not clear the 
Tribunal may crystalise the terms of reference from the 
statements of the respective cases of the parlies. In Delhi 
Cloth and General Mills Limited (supra) the Apex Court 
candidly laid that “the Tribunal must, in any event, look 
to the pleadings of the pan es to find the exact nature of 
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the dispute, because in most cases the order of reference 
is so cryptic that it is impossible to cull out there from the 
various points about which the parties were at variance, 
leading to the trouble”. From above proposition of law 
laid it is evident that the Tribunal is competent to construe 
the terms of reference, when it is vaguely worded and can 
ascertain the real dispute between the parties even from 
its pleadings, 

10. In the claim statement it has been projected that 
the workman was placed under suspension on 29-4-93. 
The management does not dispute that fact in its written 
statement. A claim was put forward by the workman that 
he is being paid 50% of his wages as subsistence 
allowance, which is violative of the provisions of Sastry 
Award and Bipartite Settlement. He* projects that after 
expiry of one year from the date of his suspension he is 
entitled to payment of his full wages as subsistence 
allowance. On these aspects the management highlights 
that subsistence allowance is being paid to him in 
pursuance of para 557 of Sastry Award read with Bipartite 
Settlement dated 8-9-83. The management agitates that he 
is not entitled to full wages as a subsistence allowance 
after expiry of one year from the date of his suspension. 
Therefore, out of the pleadings, put forward by the parties, 
it is evident that the dispute between them relates to denial 
of full wages as subsistence allowance w.e.f. 29-4-94, one 
year after the date of his suspension. In the first limb of 
the reference order this dispute has been highlighted. 

I Iowever, in the subsequent sections of the reference order 
date of suspension has been mentioned as 29-4-2003. It is 
evident that on account of typographical error a wrong 
dale of suspension has been mentioned, while the term of 
award makes it clear that full subsistence allowance has 
been claimed by the workman w.e.f. 29-4-94. Therefore, it 
is evident that the terms of reference makes it impliedly 
clear that the claimant was placed, under suspension on 
29-4-93 and a wrong date was mentioned in it inadvertently. 
Consequently terms of reference has been construed and 
date of suspension of the claimant is taken as 29-4-93 
instead of 29-4-2003. Submissions raised by the 
management arc brushed aside in that regard. 

1 1. Next prong of attack was made by the 
management pleading that the claim was not espoused by 
substantial number of workmen or a trade union of the 
employees of the establishment of the management. On 
that counts Shri Kapur argued that All India Bank Stall 
Association has raised the dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer. He contends that the said Association is a trade 
union of the employees off the establishment of the 
management. According to him Ved Prakash was the 
member of All India Bank Staff Association since October. 
2001. He argued that the Association had espoused the 
claim and it docs not lie in the mouth of the management 
to say that it is an individual dispute and not an industrial 
dispute. 


12. Provisions of Section 10 ot the industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) make it clear that the 
appropriate Government may refer an existing or 
apprehended dispute to the Industrial Tribunal for 
adjudication . Industrial dispute has been defined by clause 
(k) of Section 2 of the Act, Definition given in the said 
sub-section encompasses within its sweep any dispute or 
difference between the employer and employers, or 
between employer and workmen or between workmen and 
workmen, which is connected with the employment or non 
employment or terms of employment or with the conditions 
of labour of any person. The Act is a legislation relating to 
what is known as ‘’collective bargaining” in the economic 
field. This policy of the legislature is also implicit in the 
definition of the industrial dispute. 

13. The Apex Court in Bombay Union of Journalist 
(1961 (II) L1..1 436) has observed that in each case in 
ascertaining whether an individual dispute has acquired 
the character of an industrial dispute, the test is whether 
at the date of reference, the dispute was taken up as 
submitted by the union of the workmen of the employer 
against whom, the dispute is raised by an individual 
workman or by an appreciable number of workmen. In order, 
therefore, to convert an individual dispute into an industrial 
dispute, it has to be established that it has been taken up 
by the union of employees of the establishment or by an 
appreciable number of the employees of the establishment. 
As far as union of the workmen of establishment itself is 
concerned, the problem of espousal by them generally 
presents little difficulty, since such workmen who are 
members of such unions generally have a continuity of 
interest with an individual employee who is one of their 
fellow workman. But difficulty arise when the cause of a 
workman, in a particular establishment is sponsored by a 
union which is not of the workmen of that establishment 
but is one of which membership is open to workmen of 
their establishment as well as in that industry. In such a 
case a union, which has only microscopic number of the 
workmen as its member, cannot sponsor any dispute 
.arising between the workmen and the management. 

representative character of the union has to be gathered 
from the strength of the actual number of co workers 
sponsoring the dispute. The mere fact that a substantial 
number of workmen of the establishment in which the 
concerned workman was employee were also members of 
the union would not constitute sponsorship. It must be 
shown that they were connected together and arrived at 
an understanding by a resolution or by other means and 
collectively submitted the dispute. 

!4 Tn.. expression “Industrial disputes” has been 
construed by the Apex Court to include individual 
disputes, because of the scheme of the Act. In Raghu 
Nath Go pal Palvardhan (1957( 1) LLJ 27) the Apex Court 
ruled as to what dispute can be called as an industrial 
dispute. It was laid thereon that (1) a dispute between the 
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employer and a single workman cannot be an industrial 
dispute, (2) it can not be per-se be an industrial dispute 
but may become if it is taken up by a trade union or a 
number of workmen. In Dharampai Prem Chand (1965 (1) 
LLJ 668) it was commanded by the Apex Court that a 
dispute raised by a single workman cannot become an 
industrial dispute unless it is supported either by his union 
or in the absence of a union by substantial number of 
workmen. Same law was laid in the case of Indian Express 
Newspaper (Pvt.) Limited (1970(1) LLJ 132). However in 
Western India Match Company (1970 (II) LLJ 256), the 
Apex Court referred the precedent in Drona Kochi Tea 
Estate’s case (1958 (1) LLJ 500) and ruled that a dispute 
relating to “any person becomes a dispute where the 
person in respect of whom it is raised is one in whose 
employment, non employment, terms of employment or 
conditions of labour, the parties, dispute for a direct or 
substantial interest”. 

15. What a substantial or considerable number of 
workmen would be in a given case, depend on particular 
facts of the case. The fact that an “industrial dispute”, is 
supported bv other workmen will have to be established” 
cither in the form of a resolution of the union of which 
workman may be member or of the workmen themselves 
who support the dispute or in any other manner. From the 
mere fact that a general union, at whose instance an 
“industrial dispute” concerning an individual workman is 
referred for adjudication, has on its roll a few of the workmen 
of the establishment as its members, it cannot be inferred 
that the individual dispute has been converted into an” 
industrial dispute”. The Tribunal has therefore, to consider 
the question as to how many of the fellow workman 
actually expoused the cause of the concerned workman 
by participating in the particular resolution of the Union. 
In the absence of a such a determination by the Tribunal, 
it cannot be said that the individual dispute acquired the 
character of an industrial dispute and the Tribunal will not 
acquire jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the dispute. 
Nevertheless, in order to make a dispute an industrial 
dispute, it is not necessary that there should always be a 
resolution of substantial or appreciable number of 
workmen. What is necessary is that there should be some 
express or collective will of a substantial or an appreciable 
member of the workmen treating the cause of the individual 
workman as their own cause. Law to this effect was laid in 
P.Somasundrameran (1970(1) LLJ 558). 

16. It is not necessary that the sponsoring union is 
a registered trade un ion or a recognized trade union. Once 
it is shown that a body of substantial number of workmen 
either acting through a union or otherwise had sponsored 
the workman’s cause, it is sufficient to convert it into an 
industrial dispute. In Pardeep Lamp Works (1970 (1) LLJ 
507) complaints relating to dispute of ten workmen were 
filed before the conciliation officer by the individual 
workmen themselves. But their case was subsequently 


taken up by a new union formed by a large number of co¬ 
workmen, if not a majority of them. Since this union was 
not registered or recognized, the workmen elected five 
representatives to prosecute the cases of ten dismissed 
workmen. Thus cases of the dismissed workmen were 
espoused by the new union, yet unregistered and 
unrecognized. The Apex Court held that the fact that these 
disputes were not taken up by a registered or recognized 
union does not mean that they were not “industrial 
dispute”. 

17. It is not expedient that same union should remain 
incharge of that dispute till its adjudication. The dispute 
may be espoused by the workmen of an establishment, 
through a particular union for making such a dispute an 
“industrial dispute”, while the workman may be 
represented before the Tribunal for the purpose of Section 
36 of the Act by a number of executive or office bearer of 
altogether another union. The crux of the matter is that the 
dispute should be a dispute between the employer and 
his workmen. It is not necessary that the dispute must be 
espoused or conducted only by a registered trade union. 
Even if a trade union ceases to be registered trade union 
during the continuance of the adjudication proceedings 
that would not affect the maintainability of the order of 
reference. Law to this effect was laid by the High Court of 
Orissa in Gammon India Limited (1974 (II) LLJ 34). for 
ascertaining as to whether an individual dispute has 
acquired character of an individual dispute, the test is 
whether on the date of the reference the dispute was taken 
up as supported by the union of the workmen ot the 
employer against whom the dispute is raised by the 
individual workman or by an appreciable number of the 
workman. In other words, the validity of the reference of 
an industrial dispute must be judged on the facts as they 
stood on the date of the reference and not necessarily on 
the date when the cause occurs. Reference can be made to 
a precedent in Western India Match Co. Ltd. (1970 (II) LLJ 
256). 

18. Here in the case a dispute was referred by All 
India Bank Staff Association. As emerge out of the 
rejoinder filed by the said association before the 
Conciliation Officer, Ved Parkash was member of the said 
association since October, 2001. It has not been projected 
by the Association that majority of employees of State 
Bank oflndia, Delhi Zone are its members. No evidence 
worth name was brought over the record that majority ot 
the employees or considerable number of the employees 
of the management espoused the dispute under reference. 
No evidence has been brought to the light that the dispute 
of Ved Prakash was supported by appreciable number of 
employees of the State Bank of India. A microscopic 
number of the employees of the Stale Bank ol India can 
not espouse the claim of Shri Ved Prakash. I he 
management could dispel the claim of the Association to 
the effect that it was competent to espouse cause of Shri 
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Ved Prakash. Consequently submissions advanced by the 
management are to be accepted on that count. Cause of 
Ved Prakash was not espoused properly and it had not 
acquired the character of an industrial dispute. 

19. Bed -rock of the case of the claimant is based on 
paragraph 557 of the Sastry Award. Therefore, it is 
expedient to consider the contents of the said paragraph. 
For sake of convenience contents of para 557 of Sastry 
Award are reproduced hereinunder as follows : 

“557. Having considered the matter in all its aspects 
we think that subsistence allowance should be 
granted on the following scale :— 

“(i) f or the first three months one-third of the pay 
and allowances which the workman would have got 
but for the suspension : 

(2) thereafter where the enquiry is departmental by 
the bank, one -half of the pay and allowance for the 
succeeding months.'Where the enquiry is by outside 
agency, one-third of the pay and allowances for the 
next three months and thereafter one- half for the 
succeeding months until the enquiry is over”. 

20. The aforesaid provisions of Sastry Awards were 
modified by Bipartite Settlement dated 8-9-83. The 
provisions of the Bipartite Settlement are reproduced 
hereinunder: 

“In partial modification of para 557 of the Sastry 
Award and paragraph 17.14 of the Desai Award, the 
following provisions shall apply in regard to payment of 
subsistence allowance to workman under suspension in 
respect of the banks listed in schedule 1 : 

(a) where the investigation is not entrusted to or. 
taken up by an outside agency (i.e. Police/ 
C.B.I.), subsistence allowance will be payable 
at the following rates: 

(i) For the first 3 months 1 /3 of the pay and 
allowances which the workman would have 
got but for the suspension. 

(ii) Thereafter 1/2 of the pay & allowances. 

(iii) After one year, full pay and allowances 
if the enquiry is not delayed for reasons 
attributable to the concerned workman or any 
of his representatives. Where investigation is 
done by an outside agency and the said 
agency has come to the conclusion not to 
prosecute the employee, full pay and 
allowances will be payable after 6 months from 
the date of the receipt of the report of such 
agency, or one year after suspension, 
whichever is latter and in the event the enquiry 
is not delayed for the reasons attributable to 
the workman or any of his representative”. 

21. As projected by the parties a criminal case was 
registered against the workman by the C.B. 1. C.B.I. took 


up the investigation and filed a charge sheet against him 
before a court of competent jurisdiction. Trial of the said 
criminal case is under process. Therefore, it is not the case 
where the C.B.I. came to the conclusion that the claimant 
was not to be prosecuted for his acts of omission or 
commission. He is being prosecuted for offences 
punishable under Section 419,420,467,468.471 read with 
120 B of the Penal Code. Contents of clause (a) (i i i) of the 
Bipartite Settlement contains two limbs. In first limb a 
suspended employee is to be paid full pay and allowances 
as subsistence allowance, after one year of his suspension 
if the enquiry is not delayed for reasons attributable to 
him or any of his representative. First limb deals with the 
enquirities which are being conducted by the banks. As is 
evident case of the workman does not fall in the first limb 
of the aforesaid clause. 

22. Second limb of the said clause projects that in 
case investigation is done by the outside agency and the 
said agency came to a conclusion not to prosecute the 
employee then he shall get full pay and allowances after 
six months from the date of receipt of the report of such 
agency or after one year of his suspension, whichever is 
later and in the event that the enquiry was not detailed for 
reasons attributable to him or any of his representatives. 
Second limb creates a right in favour of the suspended 
employee to get full pay and allowances as subsistence 
allowance in the following three contingencies : 

(i) Outs ide agency gave a report not to prosecute, 
him. 

(ii) A period of six months has expired after receipt 
by the outside agency, or a period of one year 
has expired from the date of his suspension, 
which ever is later, and 

(iii) Delay in the enquiry by the outside agency is 
not attributable to him or any of his 
representative. 

23. As detailed above, the C.B.I. investigated and 
filed a charge sheet against the claimant. Therefore, case 
of the claimant does not fall either in second limb or first 
limb of the clause (a) (iii). His case falls within clause (a) 
(ii) of the aforesaid Bipartite Settlement wherein it has 
been provided that after three months of his suspension 
he will get 50% of his pay and allowances as subsistence 
allowance. Consequently it is evident that the claimant is 
not entitled for his full wages and allowances as 
subsistence allowance. 

24. Claimant laid emphasis on circular Ex.Wl and 
letter Ex. W2. Ex.Wl projects that period of suspension of 
an employee should be kept to the barest minimum. It lays 
down guidelines for the authorities to take steps to revoke 
suspension orders. An emphasis is laid on the authorities 
to have necessary consultation with C.B.I. C.I D./Police 
or appropriate agencies for revoking suspension order 
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and to allow a suspended employee to resume his duties. 
Guidelines laid therein are reproduced as under: 

“(i) The disciplinary authority should decide about 
reinstatement of an official on its own where the 
decision to suspend was taken by the authority 
itself. 

(ii) Where the suspension was resorted to in 
consultation with, or it was brought to the notice of 
the Central Office at any time, detailed 
recommendations for reinstatement should be 
submitted to. 

4. In order to ensure that the above instructions are 
scrupulously observed, all cases of suspension may please 
be reviewed regularly, at intervals of 6 months, particularly 
those where officials are under suspension for more than 
six months, and wherever it is found that the official may 
be allowed to resume duties by transferring him from his 
post to another post and where necessary in consultation 
with CB1/CI D/police or other appropriate agencies, orders 
should be issued for revoking the suspension and allowing 
the official to resume duties with further direction as may 
be considered desirable in each individual case after 
obtaining administrative clearance from this Office. The 
review should not, however, be done in a haphazard way 
and it must be borne in mind that revocation of suspension 
does not prejudice the criminal or Departmental 
proceedings. 

5. The above instructions will apply mutatis- 
mutandis in respect of disciplinary cases/suspensions 
involving the staff members covered by the Industrial 
Disputes Act, care being taken to ensure that no provisions 
of the Award(s), laws applicable in their case are violated. 

6. In their case the report wherever required should 
be made by the Disciplinary Authority to the next higher 
authority. The authority receiving information/report about 
the continued suspension of the staff member from the 
subordinate authority should carefully examine each case 
and see whether the continued suspension in that case is 
absolutely necessary or the suspension can be revoked 
by transferring the staff member to another office.” 

25. The claimant has also placed reliance on order 
Ex. W -2 on the strength of which suspension of Balvinder 
Singh Walia was revoked and he was allowed to resume 
his duties subject to the conditions detailed therein. Thrust 
of contention advanced on behalf of the workman has 
been that his suspension should be revoked and he should 
be allowed to resume duties pending trial of the criminal 
case. In view of the guidelines laid in Ex.W-l and order 
passed in the case of Balvinder Singh Walia which are 
Ex.W2 it is emphasized on the management to 
scrupulously follow the guidelines laid in Ex.W-l and to 
review suspension order of the claimant, after consultation 
with theC.B.I. 


26, In view of the aforesaid discussion it is 
concluded that the reference is not complaint and the 
claimant is not entitled to full pay and allowances 
subsistence allowance on being under suspension. Action 
of the management in denying full subsistence allowance 
to the claimant is legal and justified. The claimant is not 
entitled to any relief in that regard. However, management 
is duty bound to follow guidelines contained in Ex.W-l 
scruplously. An award is accordingly passed. It be sent 
to the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated: 26-2-20 10 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

16 ^, 2010 
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New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 939.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial. Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Delhi as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of N. C. Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 16-3-2010. 

[No. L-41012/118/2005-)R(B-l)j 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. IX K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1 KARKARDOOMA COURTS, 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

Industrial Dispute No. 27/2006 

Shri Ram Abhilash Singh S/o Batuni, 

Village Selraha Paschim, 

Distt. Kaushambi (U.P.) 

Kaushambi(U.P.). 

...Workman 

Versus 

The Chief Medical Officer, 

N. C. Railway, Allahabad, 

Allahabad. 

...Management 
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AWARD 

Ram Abhilash Singh worked as summer waterman 
at Railway Hospital, Fatehpur, North Central Railway, 
Allahabad. His services were not continued after 15-8-8 /. 
He made a representation to Divisional Railway Manager, 
North Central Railway, Allahabad for reappointment and 
regularization of his services. When no response was 
received, he raised an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred the dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, vide order No.L-41012/118/2005- 
IR(B-I), New Delhi dated 1-8-2006, with the following 
terms:— 

“Whether the action of the Divisional Railway 
Manager, North Centra! Railway, Allahabad in 
denying temporary status w.e.f 15-8-87 to Shri Ram 
Abhilash S/o Batuni, Hot Wheather Waterman 
employed at Fatehpur under Medical Officer, 
Allahabad but terminating him from the serv ice w.e.f. 
16-8-1987 is justified? if not to what relief the 
concerned applicant is entitled to and from what 
date?” 

2. Claim statement was tiled by the workman pleading 
therein that he worked as casual summer waterman under 
North Central Railway, Allahabad from 24-4-84 to 15-9-89 
and his name figures at SI. No.24 of the list of casual 
employees. He served from 24-4-84 to 15-8-84,20-4-85 to 
15-8-85, 17-4-86 to 15-8-86 and 28-4-87 to 15-8-87. 
According to him, he worked for 430 days with the 
management during the period referred above. He worked 
in Khumb Mela (Vindhyanchai) also from 10-1-89 to 
15-2-89. His services were dispensed with on 16-8-87. He 
presents that letter dated 11-12-96 was issued by the 
Ministry of Labour for regularization of all casual labours, 
who worked in railways for a number of years. According 
to him, he is entitled for reinstatement and regularisation 
of his services. 

3. Contest was given to his claim by the management 
pleading that Ram Abhilash was engaged during summer 
seasons for supply of water. He worked for different spells 
but never worked continuously for 120 days for grants of 
a temporary status. His services were purely of casual in 
nature. Circular dated 11-12-96 is not applicable to him, 
since he was not in service on that date. His claim is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. During adjudication process, the workman opted 
to abandon the proceedings. None appeared on his behalf 
on 17-9-2009. The Tribunal proceeded with the matter under 
rule 22 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules 1957. 
Shri Jatta Shankar Tiwari tendered his affidavit as evidence 
on behalf of the management. 

5. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Neeraj 
Kumar, authorised representative, advanced arguments 
on behalf of the management. None was there to raise 


submissions on behalf of the workman. I have given my 
careful considerations to the arguments advanced at the 
bar and cautiously perused the record. My findings on 
issues involved in the controversy are as follows 

6. As emerge out of the claim statement filed by 
Shri Ram Abhilash, he worked at Railway Hospital, 
Fatehpur, North Central Railway, Allahabad as casual 
summer waterman. He served from 24-4-84 to 15-8-84, 
25-4-85 to 15-8-85, 17-4-86 to 15-8-86 and 28-4-87 to 
15-8-87. Therefore, it is evident that he worked for 114 
days in the year 1984, for 105 days in the year 1985, for 106 
days in 1986 and for 105 days in 1987. He worked for 27 
days during Khumb Mela (Vidhyanchal). Therefore, it is 
crystal clear that at no point of time he rendered 120 days 
service in a calander year. 

7. A “seasonal workman” is engaged in a job which 
lasts during a particular season only, while a temporary 
workman may be engaged either for a work of temporary 
or casual nature or temporarily for work of a permanent 
nature, but a permanent workman is one who is engaged 
in a work of permanent nature only. The distinction 
between permanent workman engaged on a work of 
permanent nature and a temporary workman engaged on a 
work of permanent nature is, in fact, that a temporary 
workman is engaged to fill in a temporary need of extra 
hands of permanent jobs. Thus when a workman is 
engaged on a work of permanent nature which lasts 
throughout the year, it is expected that he would continue 
there permanently unless he is engaged to fill in a temporary 
need. In other words a workman is entitled to expect 
permanency cf his service. Law to this effect was laid by 
the Apex Court in iaswant Sugar Mills [ 1961 (1) U.J 649], 

8. It has not been shown by the workman that he 
was appointed against a permanent vacancy or against a 
work of permanent nature. Consequently it is evident that 
the workman was appointed against a work of casual nature 
only. A casual or temporary workman would not acquire 
permanency of tenure merely because he is employed in a 
permanent department or given some benefit ordinarily 
enjoyed by the permanent workman. Such proposition was 
laid in Rohtas industries Limited V s. Brijnandan Pandey 
[1956 (2) LU 444]. 

9. Some casual workmen employed in a Canteen, 
raised demand of permanency in service. The Tribunal 
directed that from particular date, they should be treated 
as probationer and appointed in permanent vacancy 
without going into the question as to whether more than 
permanent workmen were necessary to be appointed in 
the canteen, over and above the existing permanent 
strength to justify the making of the casual workman as 
permanent, where they were working. Neither there was 
any permanent vacancy in existence nor the Tribunal 
directed for creation of new posts. When the matter reached 
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the Apex Court, it was announced that the Tribunal was 
not justified in making these directions. The workman may 
be made permanent only against permanent vacancies and 
not otherwise, announced the Apex Court in Hindustan 
Aeronautics Limited Vs. their workmen (1975 (II) LLJ 336). 

10. In Uma Devi [2006(4) SCC I] the Apex Court 
considered the proposition as to whether the persons who 
got employment, without following of a regular procedure 
or even from the back door or on daily wages can be 
ordered to be made permanent in their posts, to prevent 
regular recruitment to the posts concerned. Catena of 
decisions over the subject were considered and the court 
declined the submissions of the workmen to be made 
permanent on the posts, which were held by them in 
temporary or adhoc capacity for a fairly long spell. The 
Court ruled thus: 

“With respect, why should the State be allowed to 
depart from the normal rule and indulge in temporary 
employment in permanent posts? This Court, in our 
view, is bound to insists on the State making regular 
and proper recruitments, and is bound not to 
encourage or shut its eyes to the persistent 
transgression of the rules of regular recruitment. The 
direction to make permanent the distinction between 
regularization and making permanent, was not 
emphasized here-can only encourage the State, the 
modal employer, to flout its own rules and would 
confer undue benefits on a few at the cost of many 
waiting to compete. With respect the directions made 
• in Piara Singh [1992(4) SCC H 8 ] is to some extent 
inconsistent with the conclusion in para 45 of the 
said judgement therein. With great respect, it 
appears to us that the last of the directions clearly 
runs counter to the constitutional scheme of 
employment recognized in the earlier part of the 
decision. Really, it cannot be said that this decision 
has laid down the law that all ad-hoc, temporary or 
casual employees engaged without following a 
regular recruitment procedure should be made 
permanent.” 

11. Taking note of some of recent decisions, the 
Apex Court held that the State does not enjoy a power to 
make appointments in terms of article 162 of the 
Constitution. The Court quoted its decision in Girish Jyanti 
1 .a) Vaghela [2006 (2) SCC 482] with approval, wherein it 
was ruled thus. 

“The appointment to any post under the State can 
only be made after a proper advertisement has been made 
inviting applications from eligible candidates and holding 
of a selection by a body of experts or a specially constituted 
committee whose members are fair and impartial through a 
written examination or interview or some other rational 
criteria for judging the inter se merit of candidates who 
have applied in response to the advertisement made. A 
regular appointment to the post under the State or Union 
cannot be made without issuing advertisement in the 


prescribed manner which may in some cases include 
inviting applications from the employment exchange, where 
eligible candidate get their names registered. Any regular 
appointment made on a post under the State or Union 
without issuing advertisement inviting applications from 
eligible candidates and without holding a proper selection 
where all eligible candidates get a fair chance to compete 
would violate the guarantee enshrined under article-16 of 
the Constitution”. 

12. In P.Chandra Shekhara Rao and Others [2006 (7) 
SCC 488] the Apex Court referred Uma Devi’s Case (Supra) 
with approval. It also relied its decision in a Uma Rani 
[2004 (7) SCC 112] and ruled that no regularization is 
permissible in exercise of statutory powers conferred in 
Article 162 of the Constitution, if the appointments have 
been made in contravention of the statutory rules. In 
Somveer Singh [2006 (5) SCC 493] the Apex Court ruled 
that appointment made without following due procedure 
cannot be regularized. 

13. In view of the facts detailed above, Shri Ram 
Ahilash Singh, a casual employee, who was engaged in 
violation of the rules, cannot expect his reinstatement in 
the services. Under these circumstances it is clear that no 
evidence was brought over the record to direct the 
management for his reinstatement in service. Since he had 
never rendered continuous service of 120 days in a 
calandar year, temporary status was not accorded to him. 
Action of the management cannot be faulted on that count. 
Shri Ram Abhilash is not entitled to any relief. 

14. The claimant was engaged for seasonal job for 
specific period. When his term of employment came to an 
end, his services were disengaged. He was never engaged 
against a work of permanent in nature and that too in 
consonance with recruitment rules. He cannot claim 
reinstatement in service of the management. His claim 
statement is devoid of merits. The same is, therefore, 
dismissed. An award is accordingly passed. 

DATED: 26-2-2010 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
16 2010 
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New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 940.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employees in relation to the 
management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 16-3-2010. 

[No. L-12025/1/2010-IR(B-I I)] 
U. S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 27th day of January, 2010 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 1/2005 
BETWEEN 

Shri Kasararn Venkateswara Goud' 

S/o Sriramulu, 

R/o 17-1-391 /S/423, Singareni, 

Colony, Saidabad, 

Hyderabad. ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Zonal Manager, 

Syndicate Bank, Somajiguda, 

Hyderabad. 

2. The General Manager, - 
Syndicate Bank, 

Head Office, Manipal, Karnataka. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B. V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. Alluri Krishnam Raju, 

G. V. N. Babu, N.P. Rao. A. B. S. 
Reddy, N. V. Kumar, T. L, Narayana 
& R. J. Prakash, Advocates. 

AWARD 

This petition has been filed by Sri K. Venkateswara 
Goud for his reinstatement with full back wages under 
Sec. 2 A (2) of the I. D. Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of 
the Hon’blc High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 
W.P. No. 8395of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri 
U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and 
two others and numbered in this Court as L.C.I.D. No. 1/ 
2005 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. The case was contested by the Respondent 
management. However, on 27th January, 2010 both parties 
called present and Petitioner Sri K. Venkateswara Goud 
filed memo stating therein that the Bank has agreed to 
appoint him as attender and he does not want to press 
this petition and want to withdraw his claim. 


3. In light of this memo'dated 27-1-2010, the petition 
is dismissed as withdrawn and hence, the award. No order 
has been passed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 27th day of January, 2010. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WWI: Sri K. Venkateshwara MW 1; Sri S. Subba Rao 
Goud 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Ex. W1 : Copy of appointment letter dt. 13-2-1982 

Ex W2 : Copy of office lr. dt. 2-12-1987 from Branch 
manager, Pathhergatti Branch 

Ex. W3 : Copy of service certificate issued by the Res¬ 
pondent bank dt. 9-4-91 

Ex. W4 : Copy of service certificate issued by the Res¬ 
pondent bank dt. 15-12-97 

Ex. W5 : Copy of lr. dt. 21-4-82 issued by Respondent 

Ex. W6 : Copy of seniority list of temporary altendars in 
Respondent bank 

Ex. W7 : Copy of district-wise panel of candidates atta¬ 
ched to Hyderabad city division 

Ex. W8 : Copy of lr. dt. 17-1-2001 of regional office 
(CITY), Hyderabad 

Ex. W9 ; Copy of telegram dt. 20-4-1995 

Ex. W10 : Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
to W34 Respondent bank WWI 

Ex. W35 : Copy of officer lr. dt. 31-l -1998 by Respondent 
bank 

Ex. W36 : Copy of particulars of temporary employees of 
Respondent bank 

Ex. W37 : Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
to W90 Respondent bank to WW1 

Ex. W91 : Copy of letter disclosing the currency chest of 
Respondent bank 

Ex. W92 : Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
to 102 Respondent bank WWI 

Ex. W103: Copy of the cheque dated 29-6-2002 

Ex. W104: Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
to W107 Respondent bank WWI 

Ex. W108: Copy of index disclosing the details of service 
of the Petitioner in Respondent bank 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 17th March, 2010 

S.O. 941.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad (L.C.I.D. No. 
74/2007) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-03-2010. 

[No. L-22012/1/2010-1R (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present :— Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 28th day of January, 2010 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 74/2007 
BETWEEN 

Sri Jalcel Khan, 

S/o Ghafzar Khan 
Flood Colony, 

Naspoor CCC Post CCC Naspur, 

District. Adilabad. _Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s.Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Indaramkhani Chennur. 

Post Chenjiur. Dist. Adilabad. 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Kothagudcm Post, 

Khammam District . . .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri S. Bhagawanth Rao, 
Advocate 


For the Respondent : M/s. P. A, V. V. S. Sarma & 
Vijaya Laxmi Panguluri, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

The Petitioner has filed this petition under Sec. 2 A 
(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 in light of the judgement of the 
Hon’ble Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 
8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri.U. Chinnappa 
and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. It has been stated by the Petitioner that he was 
appointed on 4-2-88 and he discharged his duties to the 
full satisfaction of Respondent till the date of his removal 
in the year 2006. He has further stated that his services are 
governed by company’s standing orders and he has put in 
18 years of qualified service. The Respondent issued a 
charge sheet in the year 2004 for absenteeism under 25.25 
of the standing orders of the company and dismissed the 
Petitioner from the services. The Petitioner was charged 
with the following allegations, that the Petitioner has put 
154 musters in 2002 year and 118 musters in the year 2003 
and 65 musters in the year 2005 and 41 musters upto 
31-5-2005. 

3. He has further contended that his wife died in the 
year 2004 and his three children have become orphans due 
to which he could not attend to his job properly in the year 
2004. There was no elderly member in his family to take 
care of his children, the Petitioner submitted medical 
certificates before the competent authority but not 
considered by them. He has further .contended that due to 
death of his wife the health of the Petitioner started 
deteriorating day by day and he became ill and he took 
treatment in Sai Orthopadic Hospital. He also sustained an 
accident in course of employment and have taken treatment 
in Colliery Hospital from 12-2-2005 to 12-1-2006. Thus, 
there was no fault in attending duty by the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner has contended that he is illiterate man and he 
knows only to sign “Zallel Khan” in English. He was not 
given any opportunity to cross-examine management 
witness. His signature was obtained on English typed paper 
without explaining the contents. So he claimed to look into 
the validity of the domestic enquiry as well. He has further 
alleged that the removal of the Petitioner from the services 
is against law and facts and is highly arbitrary, illegal and 
violative ofthe principles of natural justice. The punishment 
of the dismissal from service is the last punishment under 
the standing order of the company, but Respondent has 
taken extreme steps of dismissal ofthe Petitioner from the 
services. The Respondent has issued final letter dated 
30-3-2007. Hence cause of action arose from that day. The 
Petitioner has got no job despite his best efforts and 
Petitioner as well as his children are suffering due to 
unemployment ofthe Petitioner. The Petitioner has prayed 
that the dismissal order be set aside and he be reinstated in 
the services of the Respondent with all service benefits 
with full back wages. 
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4. Respondent has filed counter statement and has 
contended .that the Respondent company is a Central 
Government undertaking and it operates the mines. I he 
proper procedure to entertain an industrial dispute is ai'ter 
failure of conciliation proceedings which has not been done 
in this case. The Respondent has contended that the 
Petitioner of the instant case does not deserve any 
sympathy on account of his unauthorized absenteeism 
because he did not choose to offer explanation to the charge 
sheet issued to him. During the course of enquiry, the 
Enquiry Officer explained the entire proceeding in Telugu, 
the language which is understood by the Petitioner. Further 
the Petitioner has to cross-examine the management witness 
during the course of enquiry. It is note worthy that the 
Petitioner remained unauthorised!} absent during the year 
2003 and have put in only 180 days musters. The Petitioner 
did not choose to perform his job and in the year 2004 he 
attended only 65 days musters. He did not improve himself 
ever after issue of the charge sheet and in the year 2005 til! 
31-8-2005 he has attended only 83 days musters. This 
proves that the Petitioner has no intention to work. He has 
admitted his misconduct and his conduct shows that he do 
not want to reform himself, thus, no option was left with 
the Respondent except to dismiss the Petitioner from the 
services. It has further been contended by Respondent that 
on account of unauthorised absenteeism the Petitioner was 
issued charge sheet dated 10-6-2005 as he has worked for 
65 days only during the year 2004 which amount to 
misconduct under company’s standing order No. 25. 25. 
After receipt of the charge sheet Petitioner did not 
submit any explanation for his inability to perform the 
duties, as such an enquiry was conducted by giving full 
and fair opportunity to Petitioner and after detailed enquiry, 
Enquiry Officer held that the charges were proved against 
the Petitioner. During the course of enquiry Petitioner 
deposed that his wife expired in the year 2004 due to which 
he could not attend to his duties properly. But this problem 
was never brought to the notice of the management during 
the period of absenteeism. The contention of Petitioner 
that he met with the accident and remained hospitalized 
for a period w.e.f. 12-2-2005 to 12-1-2006 has not been 
proved by the Petitioner nor it was brought to the notice of 
the competent authority. Petitioner was afforded proper 
opportunity to cross-examine the management witness 
but he has refused to cross examine the witnesses. A show 
cause notice was issued to the Petitioner on the basis of 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer calling upon the 
Petitioner to submit his representation but the Petitioner 
did not submit any reply even after receipt of the notice 
as such, his services were terminated in the light of clause 
25.25 of the standing orders and in the light of the case law 
reported in 1996( I) SCC page 302 in the matter of State of 
U.P. and others Vs. Ashok Kumar Singh and another and 
the HOn’blc Supreme Court’s latest judgment in (Ashappa's 
case). The petition has got no force and deserves to be 
dismissed. 


[Pari II .Sk ,3(ii)| 

5. So far as the question of legality and validity of 
the departmental enquiry is concerned, the Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner moved a memo dated 7-7-2009 
conceding the legality and validity of the domestic 
enquiry, as such, the domestic enquiry was held to he 
legal and valid. 

6. I have heard Learned Counsel for the Positioner 

as well as that of the Respondent and I have gone through 
the documentary evidence produced bv Petitioner as well 
as that of the Respondent management. Petitioner tiled 

his application dated 30-3-2007 lor reconsidered m ol 
dismissal order He has also filed dismissal orde? dated 
29-3-2006 through which he informed that he has been 
dismissed from the services w.e.f. 1-4-2006. He has tiled 
discharge card ot Singareni Colliery Hospital uaicd 
12-1-2006 wherein the date of admission and date of 
discharge has been over-written. Notice dated 17-8-2005 
calling him to submit his representation if any against the 
finding of Enquiry Officer. He has also filed extract ot 
enquiry proceeding and enquiry report, prescription ol Sai 
Orthopaedic Hospital dated 19-10-2005 and 10-12-2005, 
copy of the certificate from Singareni Collieries Medical 
Department showing his date of unfit 4-2-2005 and date 
of fitness 10-3-2005. Attendance certificate dated 
17-2-2004 issued by superintendent of Mines showing that 
he has attended it is duty in the year 2001 for 222 musters, 
in the year 2002 for 154 musters and in the year 2003 
118 musters. Xerox copy of the certificate of the Area 
Hospital, Ramuki ishnapur showing that Zallel Khan has 
suffered with later Malleolus Rt. f racture. I his injury is 
classified as serious. 1 le has also filed xerox cop> ol death 
certificate of his wife Rukshana which shows that death of 
his wife occurred on 12-9-2002. Xerox copy ot certificate 
dated 2-11-2005, xerox copy of the accident report dated 
11-10-2005 showing that Zallel Khan, Coal filler met with 
accident on 11-10-2005. He has also filed xerox copy of 
SSC Marksheet of his daughter, xerox copy of confidential 
letter of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company i.id., dated 
21-1-2006 issued by Additional C.M.O., to the Colliery 
Manager, informing him that Zallel Khan is a case ol 
accident while on duty on 11-10-2005 and he was treated 
at Area Hospital, Ramakrishnapur. lie is advice.', to go 
down the mine to work spot and come up lor a period ol 
10 days. Xerox copy of out-patient ticket dated 
10-12-2005, office order dated 1-1-1990 forempaneimcnl 
of his name as badli coal filler. Photo copy of death 
certificate of his wife Rukhshana and serious accident 
reports. 

7. Respondent management has filed charge sheet 
dated 10-6-2005. enquiry notice dated 13-6-2005. enquiry 
proceeding running in five pages, enquiry report running 
in four pages notice dated 17-8-2005 and dismissal order 
dated 29-3-2006 intimating the Petitioner that hts services 
were hereby dismissed w.e.f. 1-4-2006, Proceeding and 
action taken thereon show that he w f as dismissed from 
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the services. The enquiry report and enquiry proceeding 
document show that the Petitioner has not submitted any 
document during the course of the enquiry. Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner has argued before this court 
that the Petitioner was not given opportunity to cross 
examine the witnesses of the management nor the 
contention raised by the Petitioner was considered by 
Enquiry Officer. The Petitioner has informed the Enquiry 
Officer that his wife expired in the year 2004 and due to the 
death of his wife he could not attend to his duties because 
he had three young children and there was none to look 
after the children of the Petitioner. 

8. As against this contention of the Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has replied that Petitioner was issued with a 
charge sheet and he was asked to submit his explanation 
but Petitioner has not submitted any explanation to the 
said charge sheet. In proof of this contention he has craved 
the attention of this court towards the enquiry proceeding, 
the original proceeding book has been submitted by him. 
On the very first page of this enquiry proceeding the 
presence of Zallel Khan has been mentioned and he was 
put on a question regarding receipt of the charge sheet to 
which he has replied in affirmative. He has been asked 
whether he has given any reply to the charge sheet, to 
which he has replied in negative. There is signature of 
Zallel Khan on this proceeding sheet which has not been 
challenged by the Petitioner before this tribunal. Not only 
that it was asked to the Petitioner whether he is feeling 
guilty of the charges, to which he replied he is pleading 
guilty of the charges. He has declined to seek assistance 
from any other person, this shows that the charge sheet 
was given to the Petitioner which was not replied by him 
and during the course of the enquiry he has pleaded guilty. 
Specific statement was given by Respondent’s witness, 
A. Murthy, Office Superintendent, who has stated that 
Zallel Khan has put in 65 musters, during 2004 he remained 
absent without obtaining leave and without prior intimation. 
No question was asked by Zallel Khan from Mr. N.Murthy 
though opportunity was given to Mr. Zallel Khan to 
cross examine the witnesses but he has not cross examined. 
The statement of Mr. N. Murthy has been substantiated 
by V.V. Appa Reddy, Paysheet Clerk who has stated during 
the course of enquiry that during the year 2004 from January, 
2004 to December, 2004 the Petitioner has remained absent 
for 247 days. I le has submitted xerox copies of attendance 
register. The statement was recorded in the presence of 
Petitioner and he was asked to cross examine the witness, 
but has not cross examined. The proceeding book further 
shows that statement of Mr, Zallel Khan was also recorded 
by the Enquiry' Officer, He has stated that he received charge 
sheet No. CM. 2/R.3/2005/1149 dated 10-6-2005. He has 
further staled that he remained absent for 247 days 
unauthoriscdly without sanctioned leave or without 
sufficient cause through out the year 2004. He has stated 
that due to sudden death of his wife his family condition 
has become disturbed, his three children have become 
orphans and he could not attend to his duties regularly. 


He has admitted that it is the mistake on his part for not 
informing his superiors about his family condition and he 
has not given leave application. He has stated that he 
reported sick in company hospital from 15-11 -2004 to 31 - 
12-2004. But no evidence was produced by the Petitioner. 
Thus, the Enquiry Officer has held that the Petitioner was 
habitual absentee and had put in only 65 musters during 
the year 2004. He did not informed his superiors or 
Respondent company about his absenteeism nor he has 
applied for any type of leave. This shows the contention 
of the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner that Petitioner 
was not afforded opportunity to cross examine management 
witnesses is baseless and unacceptable. So far as the cause 
of absence is concerned, the Petitioner has contended 
and stated before the Enquiry Officer that due to death of 
his wife he remained absent. The Petitioner did not file or 
produce any evidence regarding the date of death of his 
wife before the Enquiry Officer, however, he has submitted 
xerox copy of death certificate of his wife Rukhshana before 
this tribunal which otherwise proves 
that the wife of Petitionc died on 12-9-2002. If the cause of 
absence of the Petitioner was sudden death of his wife, his 
wife expired in September, 2002 wherein the Petitioner has 
put in 154 musters during the year 2002.1 lowevcr he has 
put in 118 musters during the year 2003, but remained absent 
in 2004 thus the contention of Petitioner that he remained 
absent due to death of his wife is not correct and against 
own evidence of Petitioner. Had the cause of absence been 
the death of Petitioner’s wife, it was the year 2002 and 2003 
which could have been justified for the absence of the 
Petitioner due to death of his wife. But the Petitioner has 
been issued charge sheet for his absence during the year 
2004 which year he has put in only 65 musters which can 
not be said to be the cause of wife’s death. Because, the 
Petitioner’s wife expired about VA years before starting 
the year 2004, thus, what was the cause of the Petitioner’s 
absence during the year 2004 has not been explained by 
the Petitioner. The explanation given by Petitioner before 
this court through this petition is neither tenable nor based 
on factual matrix because the evidence prove that 
Petitioner’s wife expired in the year 2002 itself. This court 
has every sympathy for the Petitioner and his children due 
to the sudden demise of his wife, but the absence of the 
Petitioner in the year 2004 is not the cause of demise of the 
wife of Petitioner. 

9. During course of enquiry Petitioner stated that 
he did not informed his superiors regarding his absence 
nor he applied for any type of leave. 1 lowevcr, he argued 
before this Court that he was-met with a serious accident 
due to which he could not attend to his duties but evidence 
submitted by Petitioner itself proves that Petitioner met 
with accident in the month of November, 2005. This also 
can not substantiate the contention of the Petitioner that 
his absence during the year 2004 was cause of accident or 
fracture of his wrist. 

10. Prom the above discussion and evidence 
available on record this tribunal has come to the conclusion 
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that the Petitioner’s absence during the year 2004 for a 
period of 247 days was without any sufficient reason and 
cause and without or intimation and prior leave from his 
superiors. This is grave misconduct within 25.25 of the 
standing orders to which Petitioner’s services are governed. 
Learned Counsel for Petitioner has argued that provision 
of clause 25.25 of Standing Orders of the company has got 
no statutory force but I am not convinced with this argument 
because the service condition of Petitioner is governed by 
standing order of company as such, it has statutory force 
and it regulate the condition of service of the Petitioner as 
stated by him in his claim petition, thus, the Respondent 
management has committed no mistake nor any illegality in 
dismissing the Petitioner from the services and penalty 
imposed by the management is neither excessive nor 
disproportionate to misconduct as 'held by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the matter of Ashok Kumar Singh and 
another Vs. State of U.P. and others. Petitioner does not 
deserve any sympathy from this court, there is no merit in 
the petition. 

11. Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has submitted 
before this tribunal to consider the petition on sympathetic 
ground because the Petitioner along with his three minor 
children arc facing economical crisis due to the non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner. I have considered this 
argument. No doubt, the children of Petitioner are minor 
and Petitioner would be facing hardship and crisis due to 
the non-employment but for his non-employment and 
economical crises no other than the Petitioner is responsible 
and it is Petitioner who has forced himself and his children 
to face starvation and economical crisis, and this can not 
be a good ground for sympathetic and lenient attitude 
towards the person who being a young man is not 
interested to his duties by not performing to his job and 
remained absent without any reasonable or sufficient cause 
thereby losing his job and thus he can not be looked with 
any leniency or sympathy there is no merit in this argument 
as well. He docs not deserve any sympathy from this 
tribunal. There is no merit in this petition and deserves to 
be dismissed and accordingly this petition is dismissed 
and hence, this Award, 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri. Persona! Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 28th day of 
January, 2010. 

VED PR AKAS11GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for : Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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14-11-2007 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India in discharging the services of Sri A. Joseph, 
is legal and justified ? If not to what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 70/2007 and issued 
notices to both sides. Both sides entered appearance 
through their respective counsel and filed their Claim and 
Counter statement as the case may be. 

3. The facts necessary for disposal of the ID averred 
in the Claim Statement are as follows : 

The petitioner/cashier in MRL Manali branch of the 
Respondent/Bank was suspended on 22-01-1997 for an 
alleged indecent and disorderly behavior on 21-01-1997. 
On 19-03-1997 Charge Memo was issued levelling 
5 charges to which the petitioner submitted explanation on 
20-03-1997 denying the allegations. He was Charge Sheeted 
on 27-05-1999. The first charge is that the petitioner 
submitted false l.eavc Fare Concession bill for Rs. 5,520/ 
claiming to have commenced journey to various places 
from 04-05-1994. The second charge is that he submitted 
false l.eavc Fare Concessions for Rs. 11,052/- claiming to 
have commenced journey to various places from 11 -07- 
1995. He was Charge Sheeted after 5 years for collateral 
purposes with delay not explained. An enquiry was held in 
which charges were not proved. The petitioner disproved 
the charges by examining witnesses and marking RC Book 
of the Car with no. TMT 4215 which car is proved used by 
the bank and MRL. In spite of that the charges were held 
proved..The finding is perverse and contrary to evidence. 
On 04-04-2001, Show-Cause Notice proposing punishment 
of dismissal without notice was issued which was replied 
to. On 02-06-2001, the punishment of discharge was 
imposed. Appeal preferred was rejected on 03-11-2001 
arbitrarily. He was Charge Sheeted on 
19-03-1997 suspending him on 22-01 -1997 in a vindictive 
action. The first of 5 charges is that the petitioner on 
08-11-1996 left the place of work for 30 minutes, second is 
that on 14-11 -1996, the petitioner had heated argument with 
customer and the cashier V. Devendran, third charge is 
that he was in a drunken mood on 21 -01-1997, fourth charge 
is that he demanded Identity Card from 
M. Karunanidhi who came to the bank for audit, fifth charge 
is that he shouted at armed guard on 21 -01 -1997 which are 
denied. In the domestic enquiry, no charges were proved. 
He had gone out to meet a relative on information to his 
superior. The cashier deposed that there was no heated 
discussion. Demand of Identity Card from M. Karunanidhi, 
then a stranger to him could not be a misconduct. Charge 
Sheet dated 27-05-1999 was issued finding no use of the 
earlier charge. The evidence of Ganapathy Raman without 
his Investigation Report cannot be accepted. He was giving 
evidence against the petitioner with a predetermined mind. 


The petitioner travelled in car with number TMT ’216 'f 
Kasi with Driver I S. Vadivel. They have supported 
petitioner’s journey in the car. Kasi deposed that receipt 
was issued by him using the Letter Head of Ramya Travels 
as a usual practice. The petrol/diesel bill, parking ticket etc. 
could not be produced due to the delayed initiation of the 
Charge Sheet after 5 years putting the petitioner into great 
prejudice. Taking into account the earlier punishment of 
censure without notice, punishment of discharge is imposed 
in violation of natural justice and fair play. The Appellate 
Authority saddled in the same way as the 
DisciplinaryAuthority.The enquiry was conducted against 
the principles of natural justice and fair play. The 
punishment is illegal. It is also grossly disproportionate 
and the same is liable to be “interfered with under 
Section-11A of the ID Act. The petitioner is without 
employment. It is prayed that the punishment be held 
illegal and same be set aside and the petitioner be reinstated 
into service with all benefits. 

4. The allegations in the Counter Statement bereft of 
unnecessary details are as follows: 

The petitioner had been dismissed once with effect 
from 1-9-1984 for the misconduct of claiming false bill of 
Rs. 3,810/-. As per ID award dated 20-11-1995 , he was 
reinstated. The dispute is related to the present discharge. 
The petitioner had been subjected to three disciplinary 
proceedings. Delay in charge sheeting was on account 
verification purpose. The petitioner is not prejudiced 
thereby. The charges were proved in the enquiry. The 
vouchers were not genuine and the vehicle was not a taxi. 
The bank lost confidence in him. The punishment is 
commensurate with the gravity of the charges. The past 
record of the petitioner was not favourable. One disciplinary' 
proceedings against him is kept in abeyance . The claim is 
only to be dismissed. 

5. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of WW1 
and Ex. WI to Ex. W9 marked on the petitioner’s side . On 
the side of the management Ex.M 1 was marked and no oral 
evidence was adduced. The marking of the documents was 
on mutual consent. 

6. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the discharge of the petitioner from 
service by the Respondent/Management is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is entitled 
to? 

Point Nos. (i) & (ii) 

7. The learned counsel for the petitioner argued that 
the charge sheet issued is belated and is for collateral 
purposes after 5 years. The socalled investigation report 
on which the action was based was not given to the 
petitioner. The delay is not explained. Thai the journey 
was not conducted by the petitioner is not proved. The 
finding is perverse. The appeal was rejected arbitrarily. 
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8. The contra contentions on behalf of the 
Respondent are that from the materials placed before the 
domestic enquiry the finding could be found to be correct 
and there is no scope for interference. The petitioner has 
had recurring misconducts of the nature from time to time. 
The Respondent/Management lost confidence on him 
The enquiry and the findings are proper. There is no scope 
for interference with punishment. The petitioner as a bank 
employee dealing with public money is expected to be with 
honestly and integrity to his duty. He has been dismissed 
once w.e.f. 1-9-1984 for a similar misconduct. As per ID 
award dated 20-11-1995, he was reinstated. The delay in 
chargesheeting was the need for account verification. The 
delay has not prejudiced the petitioner. He has not 
produced genuine voucher for the journey undertaken. 

9. It is not the case of the petitioner that he has 
produced vouchers which was not open to challenge at 
the hands of the Respondent/Management. Evidently and 
admittedly the bill produced does not relate to the owner 
of the vehicle in which the petitioner allegedly travelled. 
Though the case is that the voucher of a different owner of 
a vehicle was produced claiming as a usual practice the 
same has not been substantiated by the petitioner. 
Conversely , the said owner of the other vehicle has also 
disowned his vehicle having been made use of by the 
petitioner for undertaking his journey. When a proposition 
is introduced which is not so common but is asserted as 
having been a usual practice , it is for that person, herein 
the petitioner, who has to elucidate the same. In other 
words, it is for the petitioner to make it clear how when the 
journey was undertaken in a vehicle to vouchsafe the same 
the vouchers pertaining to another vehicle could meet the 
purpose especially when it is disowned by the owner of 
the other vehicle itself. That burden has not been discharged 
by the petitioner . The charge against the petitioner could, 
be found proved in the enquiry. The finding cannot be 
found as perverse. The delay has been explained. The 

-enquiry and the findings arc fair and proper. The 
punishment is also legal and justitied and therefore it is 
only to be upheld. The petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. 

10. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 10th March, 2010). 

A.N.JANARDAN AN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the I st Parly/Pctitioner: W W i, Sri A. Joseph 
l-'or the 2nd Parly /Management: None. 

Documents marked: 

On the petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ex. WI 17-2-2009 Charge Sheet 


Ex. W2 22-2-2009 

Defense Brief 

Ex. W3 


Prosecution Brief 

Ex. W4 

19-2-2000 

Enquiry Report along with 
the documents marked in the 
enquiry 

Ex. W4 (a) 


22 documents marked by the 
prosecution side 

Ex. W4 (b) 


6 documents marked by the 
petitioner in-the Enquiry 

(i) Charges Voucher 

(ii) Charges Voucher 

(iii) Charges Voucher for Rs. 
120 dated 06-04-1994 

(iv) Receipt issued by R.Kasi 

Ex. W5 

04-04-2001 

Order passed by the 

D i sc i p 1 i n ary A u t ho r: t > 

Ex. W6 

30-04-2001 

Explanation given by die 
petitioner to Disciplinary 
Authority 

Ex. W7 

02-06-200 i 

Final order passed by tne 
Disciplinary Authority 

Ex. W8 1 

7-7-2001 

Appeal filed by the petitioner 

Ex. W9 

03-11-2001 

Order of the Appel hue 
Authority 

On the Management's side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 2 

0-1 1-1990 

Order passed in II) No 4> 
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S.O. 943.— In pursuance of Section \"' of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. So. 357/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribumil-cum- 
Labour Court Chennai as shown in the Annexui e in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of the i.akshmi 
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Vilas Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 18-03-2010. 

[No. H 2012/109/2004-IR (B-I)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 23rd February, 2010 

Present : A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No, 357/2004 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
bet ween the Management of Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. and 
their workman] 

BETWEEN 

Sri A. Selvakumar : 1st Party/Petitioner 
And 

The Chief Manager, : 2nd Party/Management 

The Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd., 

Karur 

APPEARANCE 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner; M/s. Arunachalam & 

Associates 

For the 2nd Party/Management: M/s. K. Jayaraman 

AWARD 

The Central Government Ministiy of Labour vide 
order No. L-12012/109/2004-IR (B-I) dated 13-5-2004 has 
referred this Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is :— 

“Whether the action of the management of The 
Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. in terminating the services 
of Shri A. Selvakumar w.e.f. 26-2-1994 without 
conducting any enquiry is justified? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I. D. No. 357/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegation of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was working as a Clerk under the 
Respondent/Management from 1980 onwards in various 
branches and finally in Kandhili Branch at Thiruppathur 


Taluk. He was suffering from continuous illness and has 
sent leave applications for four spells from 01-12-1993 to 
23-02-1994 alongwith medical certificates. On 28-01-2004, 
the Respondent/Management sent a communication 
stating that his absence from 27-10-1993 is an unauthorized 
one and thereby calling upon him to report for duty within 
30 days from the date of notice based on Section-17 of 
Bipartite Settlement dated 10-04-1989. After receiving the 
said notice on 01 -02-1994, the Petitioner reported for duty 
on 24-02-1994 in Kandhili Branch and handed over the 
joining letter but the Branch Manager bluntly refused to 
permit the Petitioner to join duty. Immediately, the Petitioner 
sent a telegram to Divisional Manager, Salem and Chairman 
at Karur stating that Branch Manager is not permitting him 
to join duty on 24-02-2004.0n the next day, he sent a 
telegram notice to the Manager, Kandhili Branch stating 
that action of the Respondent in refusing to provide job is 
unlawful and unethical. He also sent registered 
representation to Assistant General Manager through 
Branch Manager on 24-02-1994. Again on 25-02-1994, he 
again sent a registered letter to Divisional Manager and 
also met the Industrial Relations Manager of Personnel 
Department of Respondent/Bank and told him that he was 
not permitted by Branch Manager to join duty and the 
Industrial Relations Manager advised the petitioner to act 
according to the instructions of Assistant General 
Manager. On 26-02-1994, the Petitioner sent registered letter 
to AGM narrating all the above facts and requested him to 
provide a special letter to the Branch Manager. But, the 
AGM has abruptly sent a communication on 28-02-1994 
stating that since the Petitioner has not reported for duty 
till 26-02-1994 his name was deleted from 26-02-1994 without 
considering the various efforts taken by the Petitioner, 
which is illegal and deletion of his name from roll is without 
considering his representation is arbitrary and against 
principles of natural justice. Even though the Respondent/ 
Management alleged that all the leave applied for by the 
petitioner are unauthorized one, they have neither rejected 
nor returned the leave applications. Further, deleting the 
name of Petitioner from rolls on 26-02-1994 without issuing 
any notice, framing charges and even without conducting 
any enquiry is unlawful. It is a clear case of victimization 
done against principles of natural justice and also 
provisions of Section-25F off D. Act. The Petitioner then 
filed an appeal before the Deputy Commissioner of Labour 
under Shops & Establishment Act in TSE No. 8/94 
challenging order of termination and the appeal was allowed 
on 13-03-1997. Against that order. Respondent/ 
Management preferred a Writ Petition before the High Court 
and High Court by an order dated 12-12-2003 without going 
into the merits of the case, allowed the same on the ground 
that authority has no jurisdiction to decide the matter. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised this dispute before 
Commissioner of Labour (Central). Therefore, the Petitioner 
prays to pass an award to set aside the order of termination 
and to reinstate the Petitioner into service with full 
backwages, continuity of service and other attendant 
benefits. 
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4. In the Counter Statement, the Respondent has 
contended that though the Petitioner was working as a Clerk 
he was not really interested in the job. He was not available 
for employment continuously for long periods. In the year 
1991 he reported for work only for 12 days, in 1992 for 25 
days and in the year 1993 for 12 days. The Petitioner has 
exhausted all the leave entitled for an employee and even 
after exhausting his leave he continued to submit his leave 
application from time to time. The said leave applications 
were rejected by the Respondent/Bank with an endorsement 
“unauthorized absence with consequent cut in salary”. 
Leave applications for the period from 30-10-1993 to 
05-11-1993. 06-11-1993 to 30-11-1993, 01-12-1993 to 
21-12-1993, 22-12-1993 to 10-01-1994 and 11-01-1994 
to 05-02-1994 was never sanctioned by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Therefore, his continuous absent for 90 days attracted 
provisions of Section-17 of Bipartite Settlement dated 
10-04-1989. Since the Petitioner absented for duty 
unauthorizedly as per the terms of Para 17 of Settlement, 
notice dated 28-01-1994 was issued to the Petitioner calling 
upon him to show cause why Para-17 of Bipartite 
Settlement should not be invoked and he was further called 
upon to report for duty within 30 days thereof and to give 
satisfactory explanation and in the absence of reply, his 
name will be deleted on the expiry of 30 days notice which 
expired on 26-02-1994. The Petitioner was not reported 
for duty on 24-02-1994 as alleged by him. Para 17 of the 
Bipartite Settlement does not speak of receipt of notice 
i.e. only the date of notice. It is false to allege that the 
Petitioner reported for duty on 24-02-1994 and he was 
prevented from joining duty. The Respondent/Bank neither 
received any communication at its Kandhili Branch nor at 
its administrative office. Cessation of employment of 
Petitioner brought about in the said circumstances would 
not amount to a termination by the Respondent/Bank. 
Therefore, deletion of Petitioner’s name from the rolls 
cannot be said as arbitrary and against the principles of 
natural justice. Previously, the Petitioner has abstained from 
duty unauthorisedly from 29-04-1993 and when his 
unauthorized absence crossed 90 days a notice dated 
28-09-1993 was issued in terms of Para-17 of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 10-04-1989 and immediately he reported 
for duty on 20-10-1993 with a view to avoid deletion of 
his name in terms of settlement dated 10-04-1989, 
subsequent to that he had again indulged in unauthorized 
absence from 27-10-1993 and from 30-10-1993. Since the 
Petitioner having failed to get favourable orders under Tamil 
Nadu Shops & Establishment Act has come before this 
Tribunal with the same baseless allegations. But, the mere 
fact that the Petitioner from January, 1991 to 
28-01-1994 has reported for duty only for 49 days shows 
how much interest he has got towards employment. The 
countenance of the claim of Petitioner would amount to 
gross abuse of process of law. Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Respondent prays that the claim may be dismissed 
with costs. 


3(ii)| 

5. Again, in the rejoinder, the Petitioner aliened dial 
notice dated 28-01-1994 of the Respondent/Bank was 
received by him on 01-02-1994 and therefore, lie has got 
time till 03-03-1994. Though the Respondent alleged that 
the time prescribed in the notice expired on 26 02 1994, 
he has approached the Respondent/Bank on 24-02-1994 
and submitted his joining report. Only because he was not 
permitted to join duty, he sent a telegram on the >.ame day 
i.e. 24-02-1994 regarding actual happenings to the Asstt. 
General Manager, Divisional Manager and Chairman of 
the Respondent Bank. Even the AGM received the 
representation given by the Petitioner on 26-02->094 and 
without considering the above representation, the AGM 
issued a communication dated 28-02-1994 to the effect 
that the Petitioner’s name has been removed from the rolls 
w.e.f. 26-02-1994. Even after that he has sent a detailed 
reply to Divisional Manager and it was received by him on 
01-03-1994. When there was a difference of opinion 
regarding issue of joining duty, the Respondent Bank ought 
to have conducted an enquiry to clarify the issue and I he 
Petitioner should have given an opportunity to explain the 
genuineness of his case. Therefore, without conducting any 
enquiry the order passed by the Respondent/Manaeemcnl 
is illegal and against the principles of natural justice. Even 
the High Court in number of decisions held that “dale of 
notice” has to be read as “date of receipt ol notice” 
otherwise it will be liable to be struck down as violative of 
Article-14 of the Constitution. Since the striking of his name 
from rolls of bank is a clear case of termination which 
amounts to retrenchment, the same is illegal and invalid in 
the absence of complying with mandatory provisions of 
Section-25Fofthe 1. D. Act. Hence, he prays for an award 
in his favour. 

6. Again, the Respondent/Management filed an 
additional counter alleging that Petitioner had been charge 
sheeted on three prior occasions for his irequent 
unauthorized absence and appropriate punishment was also 
imposed on three occasions. In all these cases, the Petitioner 
reported for duty purposely and willfully before expiry ol 
notice period and worked for few days and again remained 
absent from duty, I le had been referred to medical hoard/ 
DMO on several occasions for his continued absence on 
various days to find out his fitness to resume duty but the 
Petitioner did not appear before the medical board and 
prolonging the matter. Therefore, the Petitioner is not 
entitled to any relief and hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim of the Petitioner with costs. 

7. The 1. D. was once disposed off b\ my learned 
predecessor as per award dated 03-04-2006 as per which it 
was held that the action taken by the Respondent/Bank 
invoking provisions of Para-17 of Bipartite Settlement is 
not legal with direction to reinstate the petitioner with 
continuity of service and all other attendant benefits 
however limiting the backwages to a half. It was further 
ordered that there is no prohibition in taking departmental 
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action after conducting domestic enquiry with regard to 
the unauthorized absence of the petitioner from 
27-10-1993. The Respondent/Bank filed WP (MD)9076/ 
2006 before the Hon’ble High Court of Madras challenging 
the award. As per order dated 15-02-2008, the High Court 
of Madras set aside the impugned award and remitted the 
matter back to this Tribunal with a direction to allow the 
bank to cite additional evidence justifying the act of the 
bank as well as to the workman to adduce further evidence. 

8. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of the 
petitioner Sri A. Selva Kumar w.e.f. 26-02-1994 
without conducting any enquiry is justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

9. On the side of the petitioner WW1 was examined 
and Ex. W1 to Ex. W l2 were marked and on the side of the 
Respondent MW1 was examined and Ex.Ml to Ex.M48 
were marked before remand. After remand on the side of 
the Respondent MW2 was examined and Ex.M49 to Ex.M65 
were marked. WWI was recalled and further examined in 
Chief and Cross and Ex. W13 to Ex. W18 were marked. 

Points No. (i)& (ii) 

10. Heard both sides and perused the documents 
and records. The learned counsel for the petitioner 
contended that even with further evidence adduced by the 
Management following the direction ofthe High Court, the 
position docs not stand improved as from the finding dated 
03-04-2006. The finding is that the workman reported for 
duty on 26-02-1994 before the expiry of 30 days and the 
Management was preventing him from joining. Additional 
evidence was to be limited to the point of reason why the 
petitioner was not allowed to join duty. But the Management 
has conducted full fledged enquiry which is not permitted 
in law. it is further pointed out that under Clause-17 ofthe 
Bipartite Settlement (Ex. W13) is only for an absence for 90 
or more days consecutively without hearing anything from 
the employee. The period of petitioner’s absence for which 
leave has been sanctioned by the Management is also 
counted by the Management for reckoning 90 days. It is 
further argued that the termination would amount to 
retrenchment. 

11. The contra arguments advanced by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent are that the petitioner was 
terminated from service for long and habitual absence. He 
pointed out several instances of various spells during 
which the petitioner remained absent without leave in 
consequence of which he has had been imposed various 
punishments and the fact that the petitioner has had also 
undertaken not to repeat such conduct. But there was no 
improvement in his conduct. The herein challenged action 
is in relation to his absence for the period from 27-10-1993 
to 24-02-1994. It is not a period for which the leave has 
been sanctioned. It is further pointed out that in cases of 


absenteeism where leave has been granted it is just to set* 
right record and that does not absolve the misconduct. 
The same is not a ratification of erring conduct on the part 
ofthe workman. 

12. As per the direction of the remand order of the 
High Court what was required of the Respondent was to 
let in additional evidence to show why the petitioner was 
not allowed to join duty on 26-02-1994. That is to say 
whether petitioner reported for duty or not is no. more a 
question to be decided. By adducing additional evidence, 
the Respondent has not been able to spell out any reason 
or justification why the petitioner was not allowed to join 
duty which was in response to a notice from the 
Respondent/Bank to report for duty within one month. 
The bank has yet been trying to give reason why lie has to 
be terminated from service. The learned counsel for the 
Respondent relied on the decision ofthe Supreme Court 
reported in STATE OF UP AND OTHERS VS. ASHOK 
KUMAR SINGH AND OTHERS (1996-LAB-l C-7 54) 
wherein it was held that “ having noticed the Act that the 
1st Respondent has absented himself from duty without 
leave on several occasions, we are unable to appreciate 
the High Court's observation that his absence from duty 
would not amount to such a grave charge". In another 
decision of the Apex Court in DELHI TKANSPORI 
CORPORATION VS. SARDAR SINGH (2004-LLR-953) it 
was held that “merely because the absence of a workmen 
was treated as leave without pay for the purpose of 
maintaining correct record by the Management, it does 
not absolve the workman from the misconduct of his 
absence”. 

When an employee habitually absents himself from 
duty even, without sanctioned leave for very long, it prima 
facie shows negligence and lack of interest in work and in 
departmental proceedings to trial it as misconduct was not 
unjustified view. 

In another decision reported in UNION OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS VS. BISHAMBER DASS DOGRA (2009-11- 
CLR-723) it is settled legai proposition that “habitual 
absenteeism ts gross violation of discipline”. 

13. Instead of justifying why petitioner was not 
allowed to join duty Respondent has only tried to justify 
why he has to be terminated. Once a notice has been sent 
requiring the petitioner to report for duty that he was not 
allowed to join duty is not at all justified. The first and 
foremost thing for the banks to have done is to permit him 
to join duty. The Respondent/Management acted arbitrarily 
and in violation of the principles of natural justice. The 
termination is one brought about without holding an 
enquiry. This is against justice, equity and good conscience 
and law as well as the broader principles of natural justice. 
Therefore, the petitioner is to be reinstated into service 
with continuity of service and all attendant benefit with 
50% of backwages. It is made clear that thereafter the 
Respondent/Management will be at liberty in taking 
departmental action against him after conducting a domestic 
enquiry if it feels it must or may avoid it and keep him on 
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watch to see whether he makes any appreciable progress 
in his conduct with regard to attendance in the bank for the 
performance of his duties in the futurity and also whether 
bank can repose confidence in him to continue him in 
service. So ordered. 

14. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me iri the open court on this 
day the 23 rd Feb, 2010). 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the I Partv/Petitioncr\ : WWl,Sri A.Selva Kumar 
For the II Party/Management : MW I, Sri N. Subrama- 

nian MW1, Sri R. 
Sivaraman 


Documen ts marked 
On the s i de of th e Petitioner 


Ex. No 

Date Description 

Ex.Wl 

18-11-1980 

Xerox copy of the appointment 
order issued to Petitioner 

Ex.W2 

22-06-1981 

Xerox copy of the confirmation 
order to Petitioner 

Ex W3 

27 08-1987 

Xerox copy of the promotion order 
ofPetitioner 

Ex.W4 

28-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

iXW5 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the telegram series 
sent to Respondent 

Ex.W6 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the telegram sent 
by Petitioner’s counsel to 
Respondent 

Ex.W7 

24-02,1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent with 
A.D. Card 

Ex.W8 

25-02-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respon dent/Manag- 
ement 

Ex.W9 

26-02-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 


Petitioner to Respondent with AD 
Card 


Ex.W! 0 

284)2-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent/Bank to Petitioner 

Ex.Wl 1 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the SB Account 
Opening Slip of N. A. Central 
Coop. Bank. 

Ex.W 12 

13-03-1997 

Xerox copv of the order in TSE 
No. 8/94 

Ex.Wl 3 

10-04-1989 

Extract of Bipartite Settlement Para- 
17 

ExW14 

22-12-1993 

Letter of Respondent treating 
leave as absence on 27-10-1993 

ExW15 

22-12-1993 

Letter of Respondent treating 
leave as absence from 06-11-1993 


to 30-11-1993 


I # HI# l| I' I IHJfl > It'll I 111 I ' 'I 'Hlf 'Mil III 


ExWl6 

27-12-1993 

Letter of Respondent \u 
leave as absence from 30-1 ( 
to 30-11-1993 

‘tiling 
)-! 993 

ExWI7 

13-03-2004 

Letter of Respondent belor* 
Commissioner of Labou 
Chennai 

: Asstt 
r (C), 

ExW!8 

17-03-3004 

Letter of Respondent he Urn 
Commissioner of Labour, t' 
camp at Salem 

Asstt 
henna i 

On the side of the Management 


Ex. No 

Dale 

Description 


Ex.Ml 

17-08-1988 

Xerox copy of the Cha-ge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M2 

07-09- i 989 

Xerox copy of the prop» .c 

' order 

Ex.M3 

03-11-1989 

Xerox copy of the final ord 

ei 

Ex.M4 

30-11-1990 

Xerox copy of the Charge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M5 

21-11-1991 

Xerox copy of the notice 
by Disciplinary Authority 

issued 

Ex.M6 

27-12-1991 

Xerox copy of the final ord 

cr 

Ex.M7 

10-11-1993 

Xerox copy of the Charge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M8 

03-07- i 992 

Xerox copy of the n-o 
Petitioner to report for dm; 

ice to 

Ex.M9 

19-02-2003 

Xerox copy of the not 
Petitioner to report for Dut 

ice to 

V 

Ex.M10 

02-03-1993 

Xerox copy of the reply gi 
Petitioner 

ven by 

Ex.MlI 

28-09- i 99? 

Xerox copy of the notice 


Ex.M12 

13-10-1993 

Xerox copy of the reply gi 
Petitioner 

ven by 

Ex.Ml 3 

28-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the nolke 
to Petitioner 

issued 

EX.M14 

25-02-1994 

Xerox copy of the reply sun 
by Petitioner 

minted 

ExM15 

28-02-1991 

Xerox copy of the notice 
Respondent to Petitioner 

' from 

Ex.MI6 

03-07-1992 

Xerox copy of the notice 
Respondent to Petitioner 

; from 

Ex.M 17 

30-0 !-i 992 

Xerox copy of the cerrifk 
fitness to return to Duty 

ale of 

Ex.M 18 

12-10-1993 

Xerox copy of the letter 
Respondent to Petitioner 

from 

Ex.M 19 

27-11-1993 

Xerox copy of the Charge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M20 

09-07-1983 

Xerox copy of the circular 
by Personnel Department 

issued 

Ex.M2l 

16-05-1987 

Xerox copy of the letter 
Respondent to Petitioner 

from 

Ex.M22 

24-06-1987 

Xerox copy of the letter from 


Respondent to Petitioner 
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Rx.M23 

19-08-1987 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

FxM24 

29-08-1987 

Xerox copy of the assurance letter 
from Petitioner 

Fx.M25 

19-06-1989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

E.X.M26 

09-11-1939 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Ex.M2/ 

1 (VI2-1989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

I-XM28 

27-12-1989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Rx.M29 

23-04-1990 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Fxivno 

17 02-! 993 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

1-X.M31 

28-05-1988 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Ex.M32 

25-08-1988 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to DMO 

lix.M33 

05-10-1989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to DMO 

1-X.M34 

30-05-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

I-X.M35 

04-06-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Ex.M36 

20-06-199! 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Hx.M37 

14-12-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Kx.M38 

28 07-1993 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Joint Director of 
Medical Services 

I-XM39 

18/28-08-93 

Xerox copy of the notice sent by 
Joint Director of Medical Services, 
Vellore to Petitioner 

Kx.M4() 

08-07-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Divisional Office to Respondent 
to Personnel Department, Karur 

Lx.M4i 

30-01-1992 

Xerox copy of the Certificate of 
fitness to return to Duty 

J-X.M42 

19-03- i 993 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
illness to return to Duty 

r.x.MV' 

27-12-0/93 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Divisional Office to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 

Hx.M44 

05-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

Hx.M45 

21-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 


Divisional Office to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 


F.X.M46 

20-0i-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Personnel Department to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 

Ex. M47 

04-02-1994 

Xerox copy of the telegram sent 
by Personnel Department to 
Petitioner 

Ex.M48 

21-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Divisional Office to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 

Ex.M49 

22-01-1990 

District Medical Officer Report 

Ex.M50 

19-10-1966 

Disciplinary action and 
procedures 

Ex.M51 

19-10-1969 

Bipartite Settlement for Leave 
Rules 

Ex.M52 

25-11-1993 

Letter sent by Second Party to 
First Party 

Ex.M53 

27-10-1993 

Kandili branch letter to Head 
Office 

Ex.M54 

28-10-1993 

Kandili branch letter to Head 
Office 

Ex.M55 

02-12-1993 

First Party letter to Second Party 

Ex.M56 

06-06-1994 

Worksheet for Bonus payment 

Ex.M57 

23-11-1993 

Kandili branch letter enclosing 
leave application with M.C. 
submitted by 1st party 

Ex.M58 

22-12-1993 

Communicated that 25 days leave 
requested from 06-11-1993 was 
rejected because from 30-10-1993 
onwards he was on unauthorized 
absence 

Ex.M59 

27-01-1994 

Branch letter for 26 days Sick 
Leave applied by the petitioner 
from 11-01-1994 

Hx.M60 

04-02-1994 

2nd Party Telegram to 1st Party 

Hx.M6! 


Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
January 1991 

Ex.M62 

“ 

Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
February 1992 

Ex.M63 


Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
February 1993 

Ex.M64 


Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
January 1994 

Ex.M65 

20-01-1996 

Statement of Attendance of the 
Petitioner 
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, ■3BT.3TT, 944,~~3Mf-T3-* 1947 (1947 

i 4 } 3>t m i 7 ^ 33*^7? Tt. -f»”sfpq TK^R T2Z f «R 
vfeTOi ^ #Ta ^ ftoj ^fprYr afo ^ 

‘4t*U 3T*3«r TT f4f^?. 3fert|T?; fsr-7r2 R 

(777*7 •T^?7f j 29/99) 7 *t TfcFlftTcT 
TTR^ ~ i 7 G?TS TFT 18 • t 70! 0 yTR* *3n S-Ti | 

[U W *~1 201 7 62/99-'oR?3TR(^t, i) ] 

^nr? fm t 

Now Delhi, the 1 Sth March. 2010 

N O. 944.—In purv.iar.c ’ of Section 17 of the 
SndnsuG! Dispute Act, 1947 < fd of 1947), the Central 
Gee ■ hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 129/99) 
o* !4e Cet>R'-4 Government Indmmhl Tribunal-eum-Labour 
Cornu No.I, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in 
mdustrral Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of Pane.a and their workmen., rece .ved by the Centra! 
Government on ! 8-03*2010. 

[No. ^. - r? ' R 2/62/99-! R( 8- B j 
SI d i./N i )R A SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANM/Xi RF 

BEFORE SHR? GYANTA'DRA KUMAR SHARMA. 
PRESIDING Of Fit ER. ( EN'i K.M. GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALS.LM-LAIJOUR COURT I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case M> No. 129/99 

Sh. H N I Jail, House No 0-tv , Nargai Township, Disti. 
Ropar(FB)-140124 

. AppiicanU 

V ersus 

i he Asstt. General Manager (Op), State Bank of Patiala, 

1 lead Office, The Mall, Patiala* 14RIO!. 

. . Respondent 

appearances 

For the work man Sh Arun Batra 

For the management : Sh N.K Zakhnb 

AWARD 

Passed oi. --17010 

Government of India vide Not i Beat ion No. L-12012 ; 
62/99-lR(B-l) dated 12-05-1999, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
short) has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal :* 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Patiala in terminating the services of Shri R.K Bali 
is legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled and from which date?” 


2. Today the case was fixed for evidence of the 
workman. The workman is not present for his evidence. 
Learned counsel for the workman stated that workman has 
not come despite the information to him. The case is 
critically old as the same was referred to this Tribunal in 
the year 1999 Already 11 years have been passed. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference as he is not coming for his evidence, in 
view of the above, the claim in the present reference is 
relumed to the Central Government for want of prosecution. 
Cental Government be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

3-7 2010 

G.K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer. 
7 u1wt, 18 W$, 2010 

^T.33T, 915.—?MPi* f??Ft srfRfm, 1947 (1947 

14) Tfr mi i 7 M ^ 7TFTE 7? W.#. 

9Tlf. “T fV-U^ehT 37X TTT =h4^l/i «fN, 

spjav R Mv? au^rRtcf a, mrW r 3-fmrfrrar 
tfteRM A. j : ASPre ^ W (fM TRsTT 3043005 
433/2005) *7 wnrin ^r?ff t, ^ mzw mm ^ 
IS-3 -7010 771 13T *37 I 

1.U.TTet-220 1 2/ 147/1 996-3n?33R(747. II) J 

[ Tf.ttTi -220! 2/186/1997- Fft. 11) j 

3751? ?p3R iffe. STp-f-^TR) 

New Delhi, the 18th March, 2010 

S. <), -.MS,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govermr-em hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 304/ 
2005 & 433/2005) of the Central.Government Industrial 
Trihunal-cum Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown 
in the Annexure in Industrial Dispute between the 
employe** in relation to the management of Food 
Corporation ofjudia and their workman, which was received 
by the Centra! Government on 18*3*2010. 

• [No. L-220! 2/147/1996-1 R(C-Il)] 

[No. L-22012/186/1997-1 R(C-I I)] 
AJAY KUMAR G AUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SI IRIGYANENDRA KUMAR 
SH ARM AJ’RESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAKCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. l.D. No. 304/2005 &433/2005 

1. Sh. Mohan Lai S/o Shri Manga! Ram resident of 
Gandhi Nagar, Lodhi Gate, Gali No. 2,1 louse No. 236, 
Patiala. 
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2. Sh. Maan Pal & Sita Ram C/o I'he General Secretary 
Delhi Labour Union, Aggarwal Bbawan, G.T. Road, 
Tis Hazarl, Delhi-110064. 

Applicants 

Versus 

1. District Manager, Food Corporation of India, District 
Office, Patiala. 

2. District Manager, Food Corporation of India, District 
Office, Hissar. 

Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : Shri Sarvjeet Singh, Advocate 

Shir J. P. Singh, Advocate 

For the management : Shri N. K. Zakhmi, Advocate 

Shri P. K. Jain, Advocate 

AWARD 

Passed on: 9-3-10 

Government of India vide Notification No, L-22012/ 
147/96/1 R(C-U) Dated 20-05-1997 & L-22012/186/97/ 
IR(C-II) Dated 20-05-1998, by exercising its powers under 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred as the Act, referred the following Industrial dispute 
for adjudication of this Tribunal 

“Whether the action of management of FCI, Patiala 
in terminating the services of Sh. Mohan Lai, casual 
workman, is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
is the workman is entitled and from which date?” 

“Whether the action of management of FCI, Hissar 
in terminating the services of Sh. Maan Pal and Sita 
Ram, Loaders w.e.f. 11-1-91 and 14-2-91 respectively 
is just and legal ? If not, to what relief is the workmen 
entitled?” 

This award shall dispose off and answer two 
references namely; ID No. 314/2005 & I.D. No. 433/2005. 
Common questions of law and facts are involved in both 
of the references which afforded an opportunity to this 
Tribunal for adjudication of both the references by this 
single award. It is alleged by all the workmen , which are 
three in numbers in two references that they were engaged 
by the Management of Food Corporation of India on 
different dates as the employees of Food Corporation of 
India. Their services were terminated without a month notice 
or one month wages in lieu of notice and terminal dues. 
On the basis of above contentions all the workmen have 
prayed for an order of this Tribunal setting aside the 
termination orders and consequently order of reinstatement 
of their services along with consequential benefits. 

The Management of Food Corporation of India 
appeared and contested the claim petitions of the workmen 
by filing written statements. It has been the contention of 
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the Management that there was no emplovsr and 
employee relationship between the workmen and -M 
Management of Food Corporation of India. The services 
of workmen were provided with to the Management by 
different contracting agencies and none of the workmen 
was appointed by the Management of Food Corporation 
of India. The payment of wages was made good to the 
workmen by the contractors and not by Food Corporatinon 
of India. It was further contended by the Management that 
there has been no administrative control of the Management 
of Food Corporatinon of India on all the workmen, while 
they were serving and discharging their duties with the 
Management of Food Corporatinon of India. On the basis 
of above facts mentioned in the pleadings of the parties, 
the mam issues for adjudication before this Tribunal are 
as follows :- 

1. Whether the workmen have been the employees 
of the FCI? 

2. Whether the servies of the workmen were 
provided with to the management of FCI through 
the Contractor on out sourcing? 

3. To what relief, if any they are entitled? 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity of 
being heard. Evidence was recorded. Parties also preferred 
to file the documentary evidence, which are on record, i 
have heard the parties at length and perused the entire 
materials on record. In both of the references management 
of Food Corporatinon of India has filed the documentary 
evidence which were marked Exhibits. According to the 
procedure laid down in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(the Act in short). I have gone through both of the files. 
The matter involved in both the files is also the similar 
and the grievances can be redressed by this single award. 
As stated earlier, parties and their learned counsel were 
heard at length. The main arguments of the learned counsel 
of the workmen are that all the workmen were engaged by 
the management of Food Corporation of India directly. If 
they have been shown to be appointed through a 
contractor, it is illegal being against the provisions of 
Contact Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. It 
has also been argued by the learned counsel of the workmen 
that ail the workmen were directly under the administrative 
control of the management. They were paid wages by the 
Food Corporatinon of India and in fact, they were the 
employees of the Food Corporatinon of India and not of 
the contractors. 

On the other hand learned cousel for the management 
argued that there exist no relationship of employer arm 
employee between the workmen and the management of 
Food Corporation of India. The service of the workntei. 
were provided with to the management by different 
contractors. The consolidated contracted amount was paid 
to the contractors by the management of Food Corporation 
of India and thereafter, the wages were paid to the wo; kmen 


10.2010/^ 20, 1932 





1854 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL 

by the contractors and net by the Food Corporation of 
India. It is further submitted by learned counsel for me 
management that there has been no violation of any 
provisions of Contract Labour (fccgu)ation and Abolition) 
Act, 1970. It is further submitted by learned counsel for 
themanagment that if for the sake of arguments there is 
violation of the provisions of the Act, the workman shall 
not be treated the direct employee of the Food Corporation 
of India but it will resulted into the criminal action against 
the concerned authority under the penal provisions of the 
said Act. 

So far as the relationship between the workmen and 
the management of Food Corporation of India is concerned, 
it is a matter of fact and will be adjudicated on perusal of 
the pleadings filed and evidence adduced by the parties. 
The fact and evidence adduced by parties showed that in 
reference No. I. D. No. 443/20005 Man Pal and Sita Ram 
Versus PCI there was one contracting Agency M/s. 
Lakshmi and party, Jakhal (Missar) and in 113 No. 304/2005 
Shri Mohan Lai Versus PCI. M/s. Associate Service 
Security & Detectives in picture In none of the cases the 
workmen has pleaded that contract, if any, was shame and 
comouflagc. 

In both of the references it is admitted that no 
appointment letter was issued by the management. No 
doubt, it is denied by the workmen that payment of wages 
were made good by the contractor but the douementary 
evidence filed by the management proved that payment to 
the workmen were made good by the contractor and not by 
the management of Pood Corporation of India. Hon 1 hie 
Supreme Court in 2008 LIR 801 ONGC Silcher Vs. ONGC 
contractual Workers Union, has laid down the criteria to 
establish the direct employee-employer relationship 
between the workmen and the management of any 
organization. If we apply the ratio of GM, ONGC Silcher 
case (supra) the workman have to prove the following facts 
to establish the employee-employer relationship 

1. That there existed a relationship of master and 
servant; 

2. That there was no contractor appointed by the 
management of Food Corporation of India ; 

3. The management of Food Corporation of India 
used to supervise the alleged work assigned to individual 
workers. 

4. That the management of Food Corporation of India 
took disciplinary action and called for explanations from 
the workers. 

5. That the workers were paid wages by the 
management of Food Corporation of India directly and no 
through the contractor. 

6. At the cost of repetition,the wages were paid 
directly to the workers by the management of Food 
Corporation of India and the acquaintance role were 
prepared by the managment of l ood Corporation of India 
to make the payment to the workers. 
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jj iiK ti. ; meu’ioncd ot utvi, or*': -liners 

case (sup;a; : applied in both A die refer..net st «s clear 
that inc v/ortc-.-n.-ni have faiicd to prove 'that U.cy were 
appointed-v- ...; :c*i bv the management A F ; ,:. there is 
no iota -n v*.;hmec on record to prove <M- mc\ were 
directly un-C; me adminsimuivc control of me e- ".airtment 
of Food Cu i >.ation of India. No doubt, workmen 
have like vune photocopies of attendant .-erster to 
prove that o-. ;• (tendance were marked b\ ; officers/ 
officials ot tf : : management of Food Corpoo> ! - • India 
but it wili i.pt L -vifficient to prove the admim- • •>:v control 
over them Mu workmen were supposed - uw'adduce 
some cogent evidence to prove the admmisir u:>. e control 
of Food Cc-.p , . 0*011 of India over them. The n.ocopies 
of attendance sheets seems to be verified by tin >• fficers/ 
officials of Food Corporation of India and it i-m, been the 
contention ot me Food Corporation of India lion wcord oF 
the attendance prepared by the contractor wa- v. idled by 
the oIlicers/ofiKuais of the Food Corporation ,T India to 
make the consolidated payment to ilic i(‘i..i.-Cois lor 
providing ihe contract labour The workmen v. m Jmglv, 
have failed to prove that they were under the administrative 
control of the management of Food Corpora.-. - -i 'India. 

On die r. !< fnent of Wages, ihe manage':-, m e<j ’-ood 
Corporation India has piclencd k> file m-. ilary 

evidence. Tibs documentary evidente L 4 \y the 
oral version <..•»disc witnees, who was examined :.,wi this 
Tribunal. Cm persual of this evidence,it is clear :hat 
consolidated amount on the basis ofnumber oi oa worked 
by each w rnkman were given to dw: comr.-vior, and 
contractoi ;m he hand used to pay the i.-.c, U; die 
workmen. In w - oc of Man Fa! Singh and Sua u-mi -\.-r us 
Food (Oi ji’.c of India, then.’ are dounm o: 'ect-rd 
to prove that tlus amount was given to M.s .>r him a id 
Party, Jakhal (liissar) and in case of Mohan i! Versus 
Food Corporation of India, the consolidated payment v»as 
made to Associate Security and DetcWws. The 
management lias also filed the attendance shoei . untaming 
the name of the workmen,which is duly verified by the 
officers/officials of Food Corporation of i; h i for the 
purposes of making the payment good li r> * that the 
statement of contractor has not been recorded before this 
Tribunal, bui si is not fatal bccasue workman has not 
challenged the genuineness oflhe documcnis filed by the 
management of Food Corporation of India Vm mover, in 
Mohan Lai Versus Food Corporation of India i: r. admitted 
by the workman that he was working under llw t oniracior. 
Prior to raising the industrial dispute, the workman preferred 
a Writ Petition before the Hon’blc High Court of Punjab 
and Haryana. A copry of Writ Petition is on record, which 
proves that the workman has made the contractor as 
respondent no. 4. The workman in this refer once has not 
disclosed il that he made the contractor as respondent no. 
4 in the Writ Petition filed before the Hon’ble I hgh Court of 
Punjab and Haryana. It has only been narrated in one of 
the paragraphs of the statement of claim thai he also 
preferred a on: in the High Court of Punjab and ! laryana. It 
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show* that workman is also guilty of withholding and not 
disclosing this material fact before this Tribunal. Thus, in 
Case of Mohan Lai it is also the admission of Mohan lal 
that he was working under a contractor and in case of 
another reference in the case of Man Pal and Sita Ram, it is 
proved by the management of Food Corporation of India 
namely; Man Pal and Sita Ram were working not directly 
with the management of Food Corporation of India but 
their services were provided by a contractor namely M/s. 
Lacbmi & Party Jakhal (Hissar). Thus in both of the 
references, the workmen are unable to prove that they were 
appointed/engaged by the management of Food 
Corporation of India, they were paid the wages by the 
management of Food Corporation of India and they were 
under the administrative control of the Food Corporation 
of India. Thus, none of the workmen can be said to be 
servant of Food Corporation of India and there existed no 
master-servant relationship between the management of 
f ood Corporation of India and the workmen. Now the 
question arise what will be the effect if there is any violation 
of any provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 ? 

In GM, ONGC, Shilcher’s case (supra) the conditions 
under which a contract can be treated a camouflage and 
shame arc mentioned. Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in 
this case has relied upon the law laid down in Steel 
Authority of India Ltd. & Others Vs. National Union Water 
workers & Other AIR 2001 Supreme Court 3527(1). The 
question before this Tribunal is under what circumstances 
a contract between the management of Food Corporation 
of India and the workmen can be held to be shame and 
camouflage ? In case the contract has been held to be shame 
or camouflage, the contract labour working in the 
management of the principal employment are held to be 
employees of principal employer himself. It depends on the 
facts and circumstances of each case whether the contract 
executed in between the managment and the contractor is 
camoflage and shame. It is also a issue of facts and has to 
be decided on the basis of the facts and circumstances of 
each case. Whether there is a genuine contractor, and 
whether there is a proper master-servant relationship in 
between the management of Food Corporation of India and 
the workmen also depends on the facts and circumstances 
of the case. Likewise, whether they were directly under the 
administrative control of the Food Corporation of India 
and were paid wages directly by the management of Food 
Corporation of India also depends on the facts and 
circumstances of the case. The court has to look into 
whether these facts emerged in reality or there was some 
paper arrangement to make the payment good to the 
workmen through contractor. 

In these references, it is not challenged by the 
workmen that contract is shame and camouflage. It is proved 
beyond doubt that the workmen were not appointed/ 
engaged directly by the management of Food Corporation 
of India as per its rules and regulations. They were not 
under the administrative control of the Food Corporation 


of India nor paid the wages directly by the Food 
Corporation of India. The only issue raised before this 
Tribunal is the nature of contract. None of the workman 
has specifically contended the contact as shame and 
camouflage. But unless and until the terms and conditions 
as laid down in GM, Silcher’s case (supra) are not complied 
with, no workmen can be treated as the direct employee of 
the Food Corporation of India. Thus, I am of the view that 
such execution of contract shall not create a relationship 
of employer and employee between the workmen and the 
management of the Food Corporation of India. 

The next issue for the disposal before this Tribunal 
is whether the workmen will be deemed to be in the 
services of the management of Food Corporation of India 
on account of violation of any of the provisions of Con¬ 
tract Labour (Regulation and Abolition), Act, 1970? It is 
issue of law and has limited concern with the facts. On the 
issue of facts, I have already given my, view that the work¬ 
men are not employee of the management of Food Corpo¬ 
ration of India but, their services were provided by the 
different contractors to the management. As this issue of 
law is also raised by. the parties, it is the duty of this Tribu¬ 
nal to decide it as well. On this issue there may be three 
circumstances:— 

(1) There may be a case where the practice of 
contract labour is prohibited by the appropriate 
Government under Section 10( 1) of the Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. 

(2) There may be an issue regarding the registration 
of-establishment o.f principal employer under Sec¬ 
tion 7 of the Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970. 

(3) There may be an issue regarding the license by 
the contractor under Section 12 of Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. 

The issue to be dec ided whether in the case of viola¬ 
tion of any of the provisions mentioned under Section 
10(1), Section 7 and Section 12 of The Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970, the contract labour 
shall be deemed to be an employee of the principal em¬ 
ployer. 

This issue has been settled by Hon’blc the Apex 
Court in Steel Authority of India Ltd.’s case (supra). More¬ 
over, Punjab and Haryana High Court in Food Corporation 
of India & others Vs. Presiding Officer, Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-I, Chandigarh 
& others 2008 LLR 391, has decided this 
issue after relying the ratio of Steel Authority of India Ltd., 
case (supra). Without mentioned the relevant paras of Steel 
Authority, of India Ltd., case (supra) and Food Corpora¬ 
tion of India & others Vs. Presiding Officer, Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour Court case (supra), 

1 am relying the ratio of both of the judgments, and the 
ratio of both of the judgment is that if there is any violation 
of Section 7, Section 10 and Section 12 of the Contract 
labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, then only penal 
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provisions of Section 23 and Section 25 of the said Act are 
attracted. Hence, it is nowhere provided that such employ¬ 
ees, employed through the contractor would become em¬ 
ployees of the principal employer. I have gone through the 
facts and circumstances of the case. Almost in all the refer¬ 
ences the, registration and the license have been produced 
by the management of Food Corporation of India. It may 
only resulted in penal action under Section 23 and Section 
25 of the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 

1970, if there is any violation of any provisions of the Con¬ 
tract labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act. 

Accordingly, I am of the view that none of the work¬ 
men were the employees of the Food Corporation of India. 
There was no relationship of master and servant and em¬ 
ployer-employee between the workmen.and the manage¬ 
ment of Food Corporation of India. Thus, no question of 
termination of the services of the workmen by Food Cor¬ 
poration oflndia arises. Both of the references are accord¬ 
ingly answered. Workmen are not entitled to any relief. Let 
Central Government be approached for publication of 
Award, and thereafter, file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
ferft, 18 RT*f, 2010 
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New Delhi, the 18th March, 2010 

S. O. 946.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relations to 
the management of HLL Life Care Limited and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-03-2010. 

[No. L-42011 /55/2009-1R(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN I I IE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAUCUM-LAROURCOURT,ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri.P.L.Norberl, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Monday the 8ih day of March, 2010/17th Falguna 1931) 


l.D.9/2010 

Unions: 1. The Secretary, Hindustan Latex 

Workmen’s Congress, C/o.HLL Life 
Care Ltd., P.B.No.2, Peroorkada, 
Thiruvananthapuram-695 005 

2. The General Secretary, Hindustan 
Latex Employee’s Union (CITU), 
C/o. HLL Life Care Ltd., P.B.No.2, 
Peroorkada, Thiruvananthapuram- 
695 005. 

3. The General Secretary, 

Hindustan Latex Labour Union 
(A ITUC), C/o.HLL Lifecare Ltd., 
P.B.No.2, Peroorkada, 
Thiruvananthapuram - 695 005. 

Management: The Managing Director, 

HLL LifeCare Limited, P.B.No.2, 
Peroorkada, Thiruvananthapuram - 
695 005. 

By Adv. Sri. S. Ajith. 

This case coming up for hearing on 08-03-20 i 0, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following.. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (l )(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The dispute relates to non pay¬ 
ment of overtime allowance to the employees. 

2. When, the matter came up for hearing a memo 
was filed by the counsel for the management to the effect 
that the dispute is amicably settled out of court by the 
parties and hence no adjudication of dispute is required. A 
minutes of the settlement arrived at between management 
and the trade unions is also produced. As per the 
settlement the management has agreed to pay overtime 
allowance eligible workers. 

In the result an award is passed holding that, in view 
of the settlement between the parties whereby the man¬ 
agement has agreed to pay overtime allowance to eligible 
workers, there is no existing dispute for adjudication and 
the reference is closed as settled. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publicattion in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her corrected and passed by me on this the 8th 
day of March, 2010. 

P. L. NORBERT Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 947,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/41/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 22-03-2010. 

[No. L-12012/25/2004-1 R(B-l)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A.A.LAD, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CCJT-2/41 of 2005 

Employers in relation to the management of Life Insurance 
Corporation of India, 

The Senior Divisional Manager, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India 
Divisional Office-ll, 

112,Sion Koliwada Road, 

Sion, Mumbai-400022. 

First Party 

Versus 

Their Workman 
The General Secretary, 

Insurance Employees' Union, 

88/112, Sion Koliwada Road, 

Sion, Mumbai-400022. 

Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

For the Employer: Ms, A.A.Sakpal & Ms.F.D.Lewis, 

Representatives 

For the Workman: Shri C.S. Dalvi, Representative. 


Date of reserving the Award I: 10-2-2010. 

Date of passing the Award I: 18-2-2010. 

AWARD-1 

1, The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-12012/25/2004-lR(B-1) dated29lh December, 
2004 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section(l) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, MDO-1I, Mumbai 
by removal from the services of Shri M.L. Manikadc, 
HGA.w.e.f. 30-12-1997 is justified? If not, what relief 
Shri M.L.Manikade is entitled to?” 

2. Claim Statement is filed by the General Secretary 
of the Insurance Employees Union, Sion (renamed as 
Ayurvima Karamchari Sanghatana-Mumbai Division 
Office) at .Exhibit 5 making out the case that, the 2nd Party 
concerned workman Shri M.L.Manikade, was first 
appointed as an Assistant in class III Cadre at MDO-I on 
2-5-1990. It is stated that, subsequently he was promoted 
as HGA considering the seniority, merit, confidential reports 
and his performance in the interview. It is case of the Union 
that, on 10-4-1997 the said Manikade by his letter informed 
the Branch Office about his mother's sickness and 
requested the Branch Authority where he was serving to 
grant him privilege leave from 7-4-1997. It is stated that, the 
said letter was claimed to have not been received by the 
Branch. It is stated that, by telegram dated 24lh April, 1997 
he informed the Branch Office about his inability to report 
on duty due to sickness of his mother and also informed 
Branch Office that there was nobody to look after his ailing 
mother and requested Branch Office to grant him privilege 
leave from 7-4-1997. It is case of the Union that, the Chembur 
Branch Office granted P.L. to the concerned workmen and 
his salary for the said month was also drawn considering 
above request but the concerned workman unable to collect 
it due to sickness of his mother, whom he could not leave 
alone, as no body was there in the house to look after his 
sick mother which later on was cancelled by the Branch 
Office. It is stated that, he informed the Branch Office that, 
he will report for his duties on 2-5-1997. It is stated that.thc 
concerned workman wrote a letters to the Senior Divisional 
Manager- MDO II on 21-11-2000 and requested the 
Competent Authority to send him all letters at his new 
address at 4/369/4369,Tagore Nagar, Vikhroli (East), 
Mumbai-400083. It is the case of the Union that, said 
communication was received by the Divisional Office. It is 
further stated that, the concerned workman wrote letter 
dated 30-7-2001 to the Senior Divisional Manager, MDO 
11,Sion, and requested the Competent Authority to reinstate 
him in the services of the Corporation. It is case of the 
Union that, he also informed ti e Divisional Officer about 
his sickness and the treatnu*';i taken by him from Dr. Sanjay 
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Kumawat, Psychiatrist from 30-4-1997 to 14-11-2000. It is 
case of the Union that, even he sent medical certificate to 
that effect with the said letter which was received by the 
Divisional 01Tice.lt is case of the Union that, he appealed 
on 28th September, 2001 to the Zona! Manager, Western 
Zone on conviction given on alleged finding of alleged 
enquiry where he was held guilty of the charge of 
absenteeism. It is case of the Union that, said was rejected. 
It is case of the Union that, the workman sent a Memorial 
to the Chairman ofL.I.C of India, Central Office on 30-10- 
2002 enclosing therewith medical certificates and treatment 
sheets. It is case of the Union that, however, it was not 
considered by his office treating it as time barred. It is case 
of the Union that by registered AD letter dated 3-2-2003 he 
wrote to the chairman of Life Insurance Corporation of 
India requesting him to reconsider his Memorial dated 30- 
10-2002. It is case of the Union that, again he wrote a letter 
on 25-3-2003 to the Chairman for reconsideration of his 
Memorial dated 30-10-2002. It is case of the Union that, the 
said workman received a letter dated 5-4-2003 sent by MDO- 
11 by which it was informed that,the Memorial sent by the 
concerened workman was time barred and cannot be 
considered.lt is case of the Union that, by the said 
correspondence MDO-lI,Sion, informed that, 2nd Party 
need not make correspondence on the said subject and 
informed that. Memorial sent by him to the Chairman had 
been disposed off since those were time barred. It is case 
of the Union that, in the charge sheet dated 2-7-1997 about 
absenteeism earlier charge sheet dated 26-4-1997 for his 
absenteeism from 17-2-1997 to 21-3-1997 was also referred. 
It is stated by the Union that, on 6-12-1997 Disciplinary 
Authority served show cause notice on the concerned 
workman proposing his removal from the services of the 
Corporation and by final order dated 30-12-1997 he was 
removed from the services treating his absence from 7-4- 
1997 to 

30-12-1997 i.e. 286 days as ’dies non' while taking action 
against the concerned workman of dismissal. It is case of 
the Union that, the correspondence referred above reveals 
that, the decision taken by Corporation is nothing but 
shows that, these actions are taken to victimize the workman 
and it is illegal as well as bad in law. It is further stated that, 
the demand set out and incorporated in the reference order 
itself and it is annulment of the action of removal and 
another action of treatment of his period of absence as 
dies non are illegal. It is case of the Union that, after joining 
the Corporation concerned workman after due process of 
competitive selection achieved the promotion and reached 
upto the stage of Higher Grade Assistant, it is case of the 
Union that disciplinary action taken by the Disciplinary 
Authority was taken on enquiry conducted by Smt. S.H. 
Korke.lt is case of the union that, the said enquiry was ex- 
parte. It is case of the Union that, no opportunity was given 
to the concerned workman to participate in the enquiry. It 
is case of the Union that, there was no document before 
the Enquiry Officer and that even no evidence of any type 
was recorded by the Enquiry Officer to conclude the charge 


of absenteeism. It is case of the Union that, the said enquiry 
was shatn, bogus and was a farce or show made by the 
Enquiry Officer just to oblige her officers. It is case of the 
Union that, said workman was mentally distutbed person 
due to sickness of his mother and unable to attened fie 
duty as well as office nod.said (acts were well withu- me 
knowledge of the Management. It is case of the Ur,Son 
that, the Presenting Officer did not produce any evidence 
and document be loin the Enquiry officer nor lie pr. c; 
his case for the purpose of enquiry'. It is case of the Umon 
that, there was no any proceeding as such held in icnr.s of 
the rules of the enquiry and Presenting officer did not 
examine any one during the enquiry and nothing was 
recorded by the Inquiry Officer. It is case of the Union that, 
the Enquiry officer did not bother to Know as o why 
documents the concerned workman has given to the oificc 
and on what basis she is going to give decision on the 
charges leveled against the concerned workman, ii is case 
of the Union that, iheie was no written or ora! arguments 
submitted before the Enquiry officer by the Presenting 
Officer. It is case of the Union that. It is simply cx-partc 
decision. It is case ot the Union that, the Enquiry Officer 
had given go bye to the ruies of the enquiry. It is ease of 
the Union that nothing was mentioned about his conduct 
and behaviour and even about leave record ot the 
concerned workman It is case of the Union that, the said 
enquiry was sham show and which was nothing hm utter 
lace with a view to ultimately remove die cone >ed 
workman from the employment, it is case ot the Union 
that, show cause notice speaks about the abandonment -T 
job attracting breach of Regulation 39 of the Regulations 
I960 on which he was removed by penalizing him under 
Regulation 39(1 )(a) to (g). According to Union no 
consideration was given to meaning of abandonment as 
per ruling given by the Apex Court by the Enquiry (a liter 
or by the Competent Authority while punishing the 
concerned workman. It is the case of the Union that, since 
the concerned workman was mentally disturbed person 
and was not in apposition to coupe up with the charges 
leveled could not aliened the enquiry and face it since he 
was not aware of the alleged inquiry going on. It is case of 
the Union that, ac tion taken of removal was based op die 
order dated 30-12-*997 and is on the wrong basis .mice 
finding given by the > iqi dry officer is not on merits and by 
discussing evidence of any type which was not on -o o d. 
Ii is case of the Union that, in this situation it is case of the 
Union that 2nd Parly workman is required to h“ reinstated 
with back wages m-d continuity of service by •y i; ; ' 
and setting aside the m tie. of removal lVom the employ 
ofthe 1 st Party. It is die case of the Union that, the enquiry 
regarding his absenteeism is not fair. Proper and was not 
Uw.ic by following principles of natural justice. It is case of 
the Union that, such an enquiry be declared as not mi 
enquiry and ! st party should not be permitted to act upon 
such a faulty enquiry with directions to it to reinstate the 
concerned workman with benefit of back wages and 
continuity rif service. 


■pi *.. 




HHHHfim 




Tf ** 1 




[W] n— 3(si)] 


WcT T&m : 3lfe 10, 2010/^br 20, 1932 


1859 


3. This is disputed by the 1 st Party by filing Written 
statement of Exhibit 6 stating and contending that, 1st Party 
Corporation is a Body Corporate establishment under 
Section 3 of Life Insurance Corporation Act, i 956 (which 
will be hereinafter called as the “Act”) with perpetual 
recognition and a common sea!, and can hold and dispose 
off property and can by its name sue and be sued. It is case 
of the 1st Party that. Section 7 of the Act provides for the 
transfer to and vesting in the Corporation of all the assets 
and liabilities of the controlled business (i.e. Life Insurance 
Business) of all the Insurers. It is case of the 1 st Party that, 
Section 11 (1) of the Act provides for the transfer to the 
Corporation of the services of the whole time salaries 
employees of the insurance whose controlled business 
stood transferred and vested in the Corporation. It is case 
of the 1 st Party that. Section 23( 1) of the LIC Act empowers 
the Corporation to employ such number of persons as it 
thinks fit to enable it to discharge its' function under the 
Act. It is case of the 1st Party that, the staff of the 
Corporation, therefore, consists of the transferred 
employees and those employed by it under Section 23(1) 
of the Act. It is case of the 1st party that, Section 48 of the 
Act empowers the Central Government to make rules to 
carry out the purposes of the Act. It is case of the l st party 
that, Section 49 (l) of the Act, before its amendment in the 
year 1981, empowers the Corporation to make the 
regulations, with the previous approval of the Central 
Govemnent which require to make by notification in the 
Gazzete, providing for, among others, the terms and 
conditions of service of the employees of the corporation. 
It is case of the Corporation that, accordingly 1st Party 
made Regulations known as Life Insurance Corporation of 
India (Staff) Regulations, 1960 (which will be hereinafter 
referred as the “Staff Regulations”). It is contended by the 
1st Party that, staff Regulations are statutory and bind the 
employees of the Corporation as any other law made by 
the legislature. It is case of the 1 st Party that, the Regulations 
and other provisions relating to the terms and conditions 
of the service of the employees shall be deemed to be rules 
made by the Central Government under Section 48 of the 
Act. It is case of the 1st Party that, the said Rules shall 
have effect, notwithstanding, among others, the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is case of the 1st 
Party that, the said staff Regulations shall prevail above 
the industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is case of the 1st Party 
that, it has powers to make regulations to fix the terms and 
conditions of the employees serving with it. It is case of 
the 1 st party that. Chapter V of the staff Regulations deals 
with “Holidays and Leave” of the employees. It is case of 
the 1st Party that. Regulation 61 in the said Chapter deals 
with the general conditions governing grant of leave and 
stipulates among other that leave can not be claimed as a 
matter of right and that the competent authority may in the 
emergencies of the situations, either refuse leave or revoke 
the leave already granted. It is case of the 1 st Party that, an 
employee who remains absent after the end of his leave is 


not only not entitled to any leave salary but also renders 
himself liable for disciplinary action. It is case of the 1st 
Party that, sanction of leave may not be presumed and 
leave asked for should not be avail of unless it has been 
specifically sanction. It is case of the 1st Party that, an 
employee shall not absent himself from his duties without 
having obtained the permission as per Regulation 30(1 )of 
the siaff Regulations and provided that, in ease of 
unforeseen emergency an employee may be allowed to 
avail of one day's casual leave without prior sanction 
subject to the condition that, the competent authority is 
promptly intimated of the circumstances in which prior 
sanction could not be obtained. It is case of the 1st Party 
that, Chapter III of the staff Regulation deals with” Conduct, 
Discipline and Appeals”. It is. case of the 1st Party that. 
Regulation 39 deals with the conduct of disciplinary 
proceeding and Sub-regulation (I) deals with that penalties 
that may be imposed on an employee who among others, 
does anything conflicting with the instructions, or who 
commits a breach of the Staff Regulations or of discipline 
or is guilty of any other act prejudicial to good conduct. It 
is case of the 1st Party that, Sub-Regulation 
(2) of Regulation 39 requires the Disciplinary Authority to 
communicate the charges in writing to the accused and 
give him an opportunity of defending himself against such 
charge and of showing cause against the action proposed 
to be taken against him. It is case of the I st Party that, Sub- 
Regulation (3) of Regulation 39 stipulates that, in respect 
of the charges which are not admitted by the concerned 
workman who is going to face the enquiry, the Enquiry 
Officer appointed to conduct an enquiry may conduct 
enquiry by issuing charge sheet. It is case of the 1st Party 
that Regualtion 39 is a seif contained code for initiating 
and conducting disciplinary proceeding against the such 
an employee and for imposing one or more penalities given 
in Clauses (a) to (g). 

4, It is case of the 1st Party that, employee involved 
in the present case viz. Malikarjun Laxman Manikade was 
an Higher Grade Assistant which is Class III post and next 
to Class ! post so invested with supervisory powers. It is 
case of the 1st Party that, the concerned workman Shri 
Manikade remained absent from his duties from 7-4-1997 
continousiy and after waiting for more than 17 days it 
received a telegram informing about the alleged sickness 
of his mother. It is case of the 1 st Party that, it also received 
a letter dated 25-4-1997 on 30-4-1997 in which he promised 
to join his duties on 2-5-1997. It is case of the 1 st Party that, 
though the concerned workman Manikade promised to 
report on duty on 2-5-1997 he neither reported for duty not 
sent any intimation regarding his further absence. It is case 
of the 1st Party that, after waiting for a month for the 
concerned workman Manikade to resume his duties as 
promised a registered letter dated 3-6-1997 was sent to him 
advising him to report for duly immediately which came 
back with postal endorsment “not claimed’. It is case of 
the 1 st Party that, in view of the continuous absence of the 
concerned workman Manikade a charge sheet dated 
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2-7-! 99 / whs issued to the concerned workman which was 
also received back with postal remark . as “Not claimed”!! 
is case or the Hi Party that, hence the charge sheet was 
displayed on the Notice Board of bod; the Divisional and 
Branch Offices. It is esse of the \ >. ft any thau enquiry was 
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with remarks “Not knosvn'V’LcO" and '* Not claimed” 
respectively U is case of the A: ft >y that, nearly aimr 4 
years after tlje concerned workmen was removed from 
services he appealed on 28-9-200! which was rejected on 
29- i 2-200 i. Even his second appe." made on 30-10-2002 
was also rejected on account ot'dolav. 

5. It is case of the 1st Party even he: previous 
record was not satisfactory, initials:- •v.hurgc sheet dated 
26-4-1997 for ins unauthorized ah enc? from \ 7-! 2-! 997 to 
21-3-1997 was served upon the concerned workman, it is 
case of the 1st party that, on ilia:. ‘ neither replied the 
charge sheet nor attended enquiry and the enquiry 
proceedings were conductec ex-pans and the penalty of 
reduction in basic pay by three stages was imposed upon 
the concerned workman. It is case of the ! si Party that, the 
concerned workman was Censured vide order dated 21-3- 
1994 for his unauthorized absent ex ssm from 31-12-1993 to 
9-2-1994 and his absence for the said period was treated as 
“dies non”, it is case of the 1st Party that, he was warned 
about his absenteeism by letters dated 7-6- S 991,12-6-1991, 
9-8-1991,25-11-199! and 15-3-1991, It is case of the 1 st Party 
that, since past record of the concerned workman was not 


satisfactory as it reveals that he has habit of remaining 
absent unauthorisedly. the punishment of termination was 
imposed upon the concerned workman and it is just, proper 
and does not require any interference. F urther it is the case 
of the 1st Party thaa the present dispute is highly belated 
which is time barred-and does not require to be considered. 
It is case of the : si Party tNt.the order imposing the penalty 
of removal is ebA Anged after about 4 years whicn cannot 
be considered, it is case of the 1st party that since the 
dispute is raised ;o belated stage does not require to be 
considered. So it s prayed that, prayer prayed by the 
Union for 2nd Party concerned workman does not require 
to consider and deserves to be rejected. 

6, Rejointfei hied by the representative of the Union 

at Exhibit ? maki a, am; the case that, the Written Statement 
filed by the 1st !*■;: is not admitted to it. It is stated that, 
the contentions ’m*-*’ by the 1st Party in the Written 
Statement arc not admitted and denied by the Union. ft is 
stated trial, the Xvcolmion 39 is not a self-contained Code 
as claimed by the i. A Party, It is stated that, the principles 
of natural justice v we not followed while holding inquiry 
and imposing nu.ftihmerrt of removal on the center nod 
workman, It is cu e of the Union that, concerned workman 
remained absent b.-viuse of sickness of his mother. It is 
case of the Ur .o hvt., he intimated that fact to the LlC, 
even said \s uft-v w j by die LIC which reveals that., he 
made known the u.a.-im behind his absenteeism and it 
cannot be o vide .1 that, he remained absent without 
intimation. U is denied that, the concerned workman 
remained absem a i7 days without intimation and 
unauthourisediy .an he sent a telegram. It is stated by the 
Union that, a; a mAfding his sick mother he fell -sick and 
went into depress*- ; after he lost her and then he iosi his 
mental balance Even ft is case of the Union that, he lost his 
mental balance a id lost rest for life and became unauenrive 
during that peri* -a. 1: is case of the Union that, he was 
treated by Dr San; iy Kumawat and was under his ftvanrsenl 
from 30-4-! 997 14- IS -2000. It is case ofthc Union that, 

due to his indiffem-n health and incessant medical• an, the 
concerned wmau,:: was unable to contact 1st party and 
unable to know -A was going on about his absenteeism 
after the death mother and even he did not receive 
any commnmcA u from his office about alleged 
development? v r ■ i look place during absence i t is stated 
by The Union turn, the enquiry 7 proceeding is faulty and 
was not conducted by following principles of natural justice. 
It is case of the Union that the concerned workman did not 
get opportunity to make out his case. It is denied that, the 
concerned workman is at fault and deserves punishment 
of removal. 

7. In view of the above pleadings Issues were framed 
at Exhibit 10. Out of those, Issues No. 1 to 4 were treated as 
preliminary issues which were decided by passing Award 
I on one occasion on 27-9-2007 and again on second 
occasion on 6-3-2009. 
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8. Part 1 Award was challenged by 1st Part)' before 
Hon'ble Bombay High Court where this Tribunal observed 
enquiry not fair and proper and finding perverse on which 
our Hon'ble High Court while disposing off Writ Petition 
No. 1239 of2008 by order dated 16th June, 2008 remanded 
back the Issue of fairness of enquiry and perversity of the 
finding for fresh trial directing this Tribunal to consider 
Staff Regulation of the Life Insurance Corporation of India 
and decide issue of fairness of enquiry and perversity of it. 
On that this Tribunal passed Part-l Award again on 
6-3-2009 observing enquiry not fair and proper and finding 
perverse which was again remanded back by order in Writ 
Petition No. 1843 of 2009 observing that, this Tribunal 
reserved the Reference on I -9-2008 and actually decided it 
nearly after 6 months i.e. on 6-3-2009 and by the said order 
directed this Tribunal to give due regard to the directions 
contained in paragraphs 22 to 25 of the judgment passed 
by Ld, Single Judge of our Hon'ble High Court in Writ 
Petition No. 1239 of 2007 and insisted dispose off the said 
Reference by all means within three months from the receipt 
of the order. 

9. As a result of that, this Reference is in this Tribunal 
again on the point of fairness of the enquiry and perversity 
of the findings. 

10. So now Issue of fairness of enquiry and perversity 
of the finding arc taken up for consideration which were 
issue No. 3 and 4 in Exhibit 10 which are as follows and I 
answer those as follows: 

ISSUE FINDING 

3. Is enquiry fair and proper? No 

4. is finding perverse? Yes 

REASONS : 

I SSUES NO S. 3 &4: 

1 i. 1 am deciding fairness of enquiry and perversity 
of finding third time. Initially I observed enquiry not fair 
and proper and finding perverse by passing Part 1 Award 
on 27-9-2007 which was challenged by I st Parly by filing 
Writ Petition No. 1239 of2008 while disposing off the said 
Writ Petition Hon'ble High Court Bombay remanded the 
said issue to decide afresh and on that I again decided 
those Issues on 6-3-2009. Again said was challenged by 
1 st Party by filing Writ Petition No. 1843 of2009 in which 
same issues are again sent back for fresh decision directing 
this Tribunal to dispose off those 2 issues and observed 
that, in any event if this Tribunal comes to the conclusion 
that, the enquiry is fair and proper and finding not perverse 
it shall give an apportunity to 1st Party to lead evidence. 
1 lowever, as far as evidence on this issue is concerned. 
High Court did not disturb the directions given by the 
Single Bench of Hon'ble High Court, Bombay while 
disposing off the Writ Petition No. 1239 of 2008 where it 
was directed to Tribunal to proceed on the basis of available 
material and both sides would have no opportunity now to 
lead any evidence. So the evidence before this Tribunal 
on these issues is lead by the concerned. 


12. It will not be out of place to mention that, 

two parties referred to their written submission which to y 
have filed i.e, by 2nd party at Exhibit 19 and by 1 st Party a'f 
Exhibit 20 respectively on 7th June, 2007.By filingpurshh'ut 
exhibits 29 and 45 1 st Party gave clear indication that, it do 
not want to argue fresh and ask to rely on arguments 
submitted at Exhibit 20. Same is followed by 2nd party by 
filing purshis at Exhibit 44. 

13. The case made out by the 2nd Parly is that, he 
was initially posted as an Assistant in class 111 cadre at 
MDO-I on 12-5-1990 and subssequently promoted as 
Higher Grade Assistant. It is his case that, by letter daux 
10-4-1997 he informed Branch office, where he was working, 
about sickness of his mother and requested Branch 
Authority to grant Kim Privilege Leave frome 7-4-1997. it is 
his case that, that said letter was served on 1 st Party, i ic 
further alleges that, he sent telegram on 24-4-1997 arid 
informed Branch office that, he cannot attend the olfiee 
due to his mother's illness and also informed Branch otrice 
that, there was nobody to look after his mother except be 
himsilf and requested Branch office to grant him privilcg” 
leave from 7-4-1997. According to him Chembur Branch 
granted his privilege leave by considering his reque 
however, he could not collect the salary ot April, 19v7 
which later on was cancelled by the Branch office it is the 
case of the Union that, thereafter 2nd Party Workman 
became sick and mentally disturbed. He was taking 
treratment of Psychiatrist and more Particularly from 
Dr. Sanjay Kumawat and was under his treat mum home 
30th April, 1997 to I4-! !-20l0.Even he alleges that, 1s.,-; 
medical certificate to the Divisional office. According to 
Union he was not aware of the enquiry nor awaw M the 
decision taken of the 1 st party about his removal from the 
employent. It is case of the Union that, no opportunity was 
given to 2nd Party workman to participate in the enquiry 
and to place his case and explain about his absenteeism 
According to Union enquiry was not fair and proper and 
finding is perverse. Whhereas case of the ! st Party is that 
the 2nd Party concerned workman remained to 
unaulhorisedly absent. He did not bother to take note ol 
correspondence sent by 1st Party on number of occasions . 
It is case of the 1st party that, even correspondence was 
returned unserved though it was send on 3 different 
addresses i.e. at two addresses of Mumbai and one address 
ofAkkalkot, Dist. Sholapur which was available with it. It 
is case of Management that, said were displayed on the 
Notice Board as per Staff Regulations and enquiry was 
proceeded and concluded noting that, 2nd Party has not 
participated in the enquiry. According to 1st party, lull 
opportunity was given to the 2nd Party to participate m 
the enquiry still he did not turn up and paricipatc in the 
enquiry and help the Enquiry Officer to give finding 
According to 1st Party, charge levelled against the 
concerned workman was proved and as per the 
regulations, convicition of removal from services n 
suggested and was implemented which is just and pro pm. 

14. Now, at present we are on the point of fairness 
enquiry and perversity of the finding. 
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*5 Ac: ording to 2nd Parly enquiry is not fair, proper So this absc-*' ■ \m of 86 days technically stk A u\a does 


and iinding perverse Whereas case of the 1st Party is that, 
enquiry is fair and proper and finding not perverse,. 

16. Now, let us see wfad are the charges leveled 
against the concerned workman? We find the documents 
produced by both Le. by 2nd Party with list at exhibit 8 and 
by 1st part)' with list ot Exhibit 1 i At page 80 of Exhibit 11 
documents produced by the Management we find there is 
a charge sheet. In the said charge sheet Disciplinary 
Authority, Senior Divisional Manager, in writing informed 
the concerned workman, by the said charge sheet, that, he 
remained absent from duty from 7-4-1997 onwards in 
unauthorized manner without prior intimation to the office 
or without getting leave sanctioned prior to proceeding on 
leave and has committed breach of disicipline and acted in 
a manner highly prejudicial to good conduct and violative 
ofthe pro visions of Regulations 21,30(1), 61 r/w Regulation 
39(1) of life Insurance Corporation of India Staff Regulation, 
1960 for which penalty spelt out in Regulation *9(1) (b) 
to(g) couid be imposed. As far as these allegations are 
concerned regarding committing an offence under Rule 39 
(1) of LIC Staff Regulations and punishment available under 
Staff rule 39(1) (a) to (g) is that, an employee who commits 
breach of the Regulation/ Rules of the Corporation shall 
be punished by awarding punishment of (a) Censure, (b) 
withholding of one or more innerement, (c) recovery from 

pay., (d) reduction to lower service or post .... (e) 

compulsory retirement, (f) removal from service and (g) 
dismissal. The copy of Staff rules are produced at page 1 to 
65 of Exhibit 11. In Rule 39(2) of Staff Regulation, it is 
mentioned that, no order of imposing on an employee any 
of the penalties specified in Clauses (b) to (g) of sub¬ 
regulation (1) shall be passed by Disciplinary Authority 
without charge or charges being communicated to him in 
writing and without his having been given reasonable 
opportunity to defend himself against such a charge or 
charges and of showing show cause notice against the 
action proposed to taken against him. That means 
punishment under Regulation 39(1 )(b) to (g) cannot be 
given unless charge sheet is served and reasonable 
opportunity of defending himself against such a charge is 
given. Besides in the Explanation (1) to Regulation 39 it is 
mentioned that, for the purpose of this Regulation, an 
employee shall be deemad to have abandoned his post if 
he absent himself from duty withouuut leave or over stsys 
his leave for a continuous period of more than 90 days 
without any intimation there of in writing. It means that, if 
he give intimation and if he did not absent for more than 90 
days, then charge of abandonment cannot be leveled against 
such an employee as per the Explanation-1 of Staff 
Regulations 1960. Here as stated above in the charge eet 
in para-2 of the charge sheet it is mentioned that, the 
concerned workman remained absent from duty from 
7-4-1997 onwards. It is to be noted that, this charge sheet 
was issued to the concerned workman on 2-7-1997. That 
means at the most absentee for the purpose of this charge 
sheet must be read absence from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. If 
we calculate the absenteeism of the concerned workman 
between 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 i.e. the date of issue of the 
charge sheet, from 7-4-1997 i.e. date from where he was 
absent we find his absenteeism is at the most of 86 days. 


not qualify p 1st party to treat, that he abandoned the 
job or does ixa permit the management to level charge of 
abandonment of job. Besides in para-3 and 4 of me charge 
sheet prtvauccu page 80 with Exhibit 11 wherelanaement 
admit that, ilk, c ved telegram from the concert:*:-.! .vorjman 
on 24-4-1997 ; ;d letter on 30-4-1997 dated : -4-1997 
informing ms mother is sick and he is in the 
house, noboo; ,$ there to look after her and \-x w resume 
on duty on 2-> WL Even said correspondence r:, reduced 
by the Management with list at Exhibit i 1 at p.,ves 68,69 
and 70. Eve:- perusal of these pages reveal that, 2nd Party 
is absent from?-4-1997 mentioning reasion ot kness of 
his mother. Even on the said page which is Xtrcx copy of 
the telegram, mere is remark of the 1st part) regarding 
receipt of the office for necessary action. Wh o: 1st party 
admit that, there was an intimation from the concerned 
workman and when correspondence to that effect is 
produced even by 1st Party at pages 68 and 69 of Exhibit 
11, in my considered view charge of absenteeism without 
prior intimation ro the office does not stand mat it did 
not apply, when particularly he request to sane:ion leave. 
On the contra y perusal of the said correspondence reveals 
that, he intimated reason of absenteeism and requested for 
sanction of leave from 7-4-1997. When that is there in my 
considered \ jew charge of “absenteeism” without prior 
intimation does not stand. Moreover charge of 
abandonment of job which require absenteeism of 90 days 
as per Explanation 1 of Rule 39 of Staff Regulation Rules 
does not sund against the concerned workman since he 
remained absent for 86 days till Charge Sheet was issued 
i.e. till 2-7-199? from 7-4-1997. For abandonment oi job 90 
days absenteeism is required and this absenteeism 
technical!!) speaking cannot be treated as absenteeism of 
90 days to qualify said absenteeism as abandonment of job. 

17. Even in the finding we find it is wrong one about 
absenteeism. Copy of the finding of the Enquiry Committee 
is filed at page 96 of Exhibit 11 .In the said finding Enquiry 
Officer referred notices sent to the concerned workman of 
enquity and in last paragraph concluded that, concerened 
workman is guilty of remaining absent continousiy for more 
than 90 days at a stretch without any intimation in writing 
and observed that, he has abondoned his job as per 
explanation of Staff Regulation 39. However, as stated 
above explanation No. 1 of Rule 39 expect absenteeism of 
90 days to treat said absenteeism as abondonment of job. 
However, actually till giving notice dated 2-7-1997 
absenteeism from 7-4-1997 we find, concerned workman 
technically remained absent for 86 days and not for 90 
days tc attract the charge of abandonment of job as per 
Explanation 1) of Regulation 39(4)(iu) of Staff Regulation. 
Besicies the Enquiry Officer observed concerned workman 
conCnously absent for more than 90 days whereas actual 
cnarges which is referred above, is of absenteeism from 
7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997, since charge sheet was given on 
2-7-1997. So in my considered view Enquiry officer cannot 
travel about absenteeism of the concerned workman 
beyond 2-7-1997 as on that date charge sheet was given. 
By said chage sheet charge of absenteeism is framed of 
absenteeism between 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 and not beyond 
that. However, finding of the Enquiry Officer reveals that, 
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he travelled beyond the date of charge and beyond the 
jurisdiction which was given to the Enquiry Officer by said 
charge sheet to conduct an enquiry about absenteeism 
which was between 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. 

18. Moreover, Disciplinary Authority punished the 
concerned workman by awarding punishment of removal 
accepting the finding given by the Enquiry Officer that, 
the concerned workman remained absent continously from 
7-4-1997. Actually Enquiry was conducted by the Enquiry 
Officer as per charge sheet dated 2-7-1997 leveling charge 
of absenteeism from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. So even 
Competent Authority cannot punish the concerned 
workman treating that he is continous absent and for his 
continous absenteeism from 7-4-1997. There is copy of the 
order filed at page 171 ofExhibit 11. Page 172 is the Second 
page of the said order where it is observed by the Divisional 
Manager who is the Disciplinary Authority that, the 
concerned workman remained absent from 7-4-1997 for 268 
days. That means firstly Enquiry Officer conducted enquiry 
about absenteeism of the concerned workman from 
7-4-1997 til) the date of the order i.e. till 28-11-1997 which 
does not permit Enquiry Officer to travel regarding 
absenteeism of the concerned workman beyond 2-7-1997 
because on that date, charge sheet was given. However, 
Sr. Divisional Manager who is the Disciplinary Authority 
punished the concerned workman regarding his 
absenteeism of 268 days treating his absence from 
7-4-1997 continuously and treated it as a “Dies-non”. So 
the punishment given regarding 268 days of absenteeism 
is not as per charge sheet or as per charges levelled and 
alleged inquiry conducted. Besides finding given by the 
Enquiry Officer is also not as per charge sheet as per 
charges levelled against the concerned workman regarding 
his absenteeism from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. 

19. Much capital is made of the Staff Regulations. 
One copy of the Staff Regulations 1960 is produced by the 
Management at pages 1 to 65 with Exhibit 11 and the relevant 
portion by the concerned workman, with list at Exhibit 8 at 
pages 3D and 3E. As per said Staff Regulations (actually 
most of the portion is not readable and 1st Party has not 
taken care to produce readable copy of the Staff 
Regulations. However, since Staff Regulations rules are 
referred at many places and much capital of it is made by 
the 1st Party at all levels, at this juncture I have no option 
but to try to read Staff Regulation rules as produced by the 
1 st Party). Said staff rules, as far as, this case is concerned. 
Rule 21 is referred which expect from the employee of the 
Corporation to maintain absolute integrity and devotion to 
duty. Then Rule 39 of Staff Regulation is refer to the present 
case which is regarding penalties. As per said rule 1 of 
Rule 39 is concerned it is regarding penalities as mentioned 
from 39( 1) (a) to (g) said penalities can be imposed on the 
erred employee for good and sufficient reasons.Here as 
per Rule 39(1) penalty is mentioned under Rule 39( 1 )(a) to 
(g) if decided to give, as per said rule, Management must 
have good and sufficient reasons. Said punishment are in 
the form of (a)Censure, (b) withholding of one or more 
increment, (c) recovery from pay.,(d) reduction to lower 


service or post.... (e) compulsory retirement, (f) removal 
from service and (g) dismissal. Besides as per Rule 39(2) of 
Staff Regulation, it is mentioned that, no order of imposing 
on an employee any of the penalties specified in Clauses 
(b) to (g) of sub-rule (1) of Regulation 39 shall be passed 
by Disciplinary Authority specified in Schedule, without 
charge or charges being communicated to him in writing 
and without his having been given reasonable opportunity 
to defend himself against such charge or charges and of 
showing show cause against the action proposed to taken 
against him Beside as per Rule 39(3) Disciplinary Authority 
empowered to imposed any of the penalties given from 
(b)to(g)of Rule 39(1) of Staff Regulation rules, for which it 
shall itself enquire into such of the charges as are not 
admitted or it it considers necessary so to do, appoint a 
board of enquiry or an enquiry officer for the purpose. As 
per rule 39(4) (i)where a penalty is imposed on an employee 
on the grounds of conduct which had led to a conviction 
on a criminal charge; or (ii) where the authority concerned 
is satisfied for reasons to be recorded in writing, if it is not 
necessary or practicable to follow the procedure prescribed 
in this regulation; or (iii) where an employee has abandoned 
his post, the Disciplinary Authority may consider the 
circumstances of the case and pass such orders thereon as 
it deems fit. Then there is an Explanation to Rule 39 in the 
form of Explanation (I) and (2) which content as per 
Explanation (!) for-the purpose of this Regulation, an 
employee shall be deemed to have abandoned his post if 
he absent himself from duty without leave or over stays 
his leave for a continuous period of more than 90 days 
without any intimation there of in writing. Explanation 2 of 
Rule 39 says that, all communications under this regulation 
and copies of the orders passed there under may be 
delivered personally to the employee if he is attending 
office; otherwise they shall be sent by registered post to 
the address noted in the service record. Said Explanation 
further states that, where such communication or copies of 
orders cannot be served on him personally or by registered 
post, copies there of shall be affixed on the notice board of 
the office in which the employee is employed and on such 
affixing, such communications and orders shall be deemed 
to have been properly served on him. 

20. So if we consider Explanation I and 2 of Rule 39 it 
expect that, communication must be served personally on 
the erred employee and if not it be sent by registered post. 
Here 1st Party try to say that, it sent communication by 
registered post but it returned with remarks 'unclaimed', 
'not found' and 'not known'. As observed on number of 
occassions no witness is examined on this point by the 
Management to show that, actually all these exercise were 
followed while serving the communication on the 
concerned workman as expected. No evidence of any type 
is produced except xerox copies of the envelopes and Xerox 
copies of remarks of the postal authorities on it nothing is 
stated.Whether that is sufficient to conclude that all 
exercise were followed by Management before proceeding 
and convicting him? Enquiry Officer has not recorded 
evidence of any of the witnesses who tried to serve such 
correspondence personally on the concerned workman as 
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expected under Explanation 2 of Rule 39 or who displayed 
such notices on the Notice Board or examined any witness 
from the postal authorities who passed remarks on the 
envelops of "not claimed", "not found” or 'not known*. No 
any type of evidence is recorded by the Enquiry Officer as 
expected regarding service of communication on the 
concerned workman as per Explanation 1 and 2 of Staff 
Regulation. Besides as stated above charge of 
abandonment require 90 days continuous absensee. Here 
expressly word is used 90 days continuous absensee that 
too without intimation thereof. Here admittedly intimation 
was given. He send letters and telegram and it is admitted 
serve on Management. Besides from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 
the date of issuing charge sheet he,is not absent for 90 
days continuously as it comes to 86 days. It means 
admittedly concerned workman was not absent 
continuously for 90 days when charge sheet was served. 
As referred on number of occasions concerned workman 
remained absent from 7-4-1997 and charge sheet was given 
on 2-7-1997.So the period from7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 does 
not come to 90 days to attract the charge of abandonment 
of job of 90 days continuously. .Besides as referred on 
number of occasions Enquiry Officer in her finding hold 
him guilty of remaining absent continuously for more than 
90 days at a stretch without any intimation which is also 
wrong one. As intimation was given by him of absenteeism 
referring sickness of his mother. Besides competent 
authority who punished the concerned workman held him 
guilty of the charge of absenteeism of abandonment of 
post from 7-4-1997 to the date of this order. That means 
Competent Authority punished concerened workman 
counting his absenteeism from 7-4-1997 to 30-12-1997 as 
on that, date Sr. Divisional Manager who was Disciplinary 
Authority and who passed the order of removal. Against 
that charge was levelled against the concerned workman 
of absenteeism by charge sheet referred above from 7-4- 
1997 till 2-7-1997 i.e. date of issuing charge sheet. 

21. Also much capital is made of serving 
correspondence on the concerned workman to show that 
fair opportunity was given but it was not utilized by him. 
As observed by me on all occasions that, no any 
corresopondence was served on the concerned workman. 
Even it is an admitted position and that is not disputed by 
the 1st Party.Even it is not case of the 1st Party that, in 
view of the correspondence served upon the concerned 
workman, concerned workman remained absent. On the 
contrary case of the 1st Party is that it try to serve 
correspondence and tried to justify the service of 
correspondence on the concerned workman by producing 
number of copies of envelopes with the remarks of the 
postal authorities and number of copies of the said 
correspondence by producing those with list at Exhibit 11. 
Out of that if we peruse page 73 of Exhibit 11, we find it is a 
letter written by Manager (Personnel & IR) dated 9-5-1997 
addressed to the concerned workman at Airoli, 


New Mumbai address. As far as said letter is concerned, 
no any postal receipt/ correspondence is produced so show 
that, it was sent to concerned workman and refused by the 
concerned workman. Even original of the envelope is not 
produced of that correspondence to read original 
handwriting and remarks on it. Even there is correspondence 
letter dated 14-5- i 997 at page 74 which is also alleged written 
to the concerned workman at Airoli, New Mumbai address 
about which also nothing is produced by the Management 
including original envelope returned by Postal authorities 
showing that it was sent to him but was noi accepted as 
alleged by the 1st Party. Then there is correspondence 
dated 29-5-1997/3-6-1997 at page 75 of Exhibit ! 1 about 
which also no original of any type including posial receipt 
is produced to presume that, it was sent and received by 
the concerned workman. Same thing can be observed about 
copy of charge sheet produced at pages 77-78 which was 
allegedly addressed to the concerned workman at his 
Chembur office address. Even copy of the charge sheet 
produced at page 80, copy of communication leucr dated 
17-7-1997 at page 82, copy of disciplinary proceeding dated 
30-9-1997 is produced at page 83 of Exhibit 1 i. copy of 
order dated 30-9-1997 at page 84 of Exhibit! I, all this reveals 
that, no supporting evidence is produced by the 
Management that, this correspondence was sent to the 
concerned workman at the adressces shown and were 
returned by the postal authorities with remarks of'refusal', 
'unclaimed' or 'left'. Then we find copy of correspondence 
at page 85 of Exh ibit 11 alongwith copy of envelope returned 
by the postal amhorities filed from pages 87 to 95 reveals 
that, said were sent but returned back with remarks as 
“unclaimed" or 'left' or 'not known’. Besides nothing is 
shown by the Management regarding correspondence sent 
to the concerned workman about finding of enquiry officer 
produced at pages 96^97 showing that, these were sent but 
not claimed by the concerned workman on the given 
address.lt is stated that, the said was written by the Enquiry 
Officer to the Divisional Manager who sent to the concerned 
workman but it was not shown and proved by examining 
any witness on that point that it was sent on particular 
address and was returned back by the postal authorities. 
Copies of the correspondence from pages 96 to 160 if 
perused we find that, all these are shown returned by the 
postal authorities with remarks 'not claimed','not found' and 
'not known 1 . 

22. Much Capital is made of the Staff Regulation 
regarding service of such correspondence on the 
concerned workman saying that when it was not claimed 
by the concerned workman through postal authorities the 
management then displayed it on the Notice Board. It is 
also case of the Management that, all this correspondence 
was returned by the postal authorities and those were 
displayed by the authority on the notice boards at the 
relevant time. However, on correspondence from pages 94 
to 160 we find such a remark particularly on pages 128,129 
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and 144 that copy was sent to the Authority to put it on the 
Notice Board. However, this correspondence does not 
reveal that, who displayed correspondence on the Notice 
Board, what is evidence before the Enquiry Officer to 
conclude that, actually these were displayed by the 
Authority on the Notice Board as per Staff Regulations? 
Again if we go through the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
which is tiled at page 96 and 97 of Exhibit 11 we find she 
has not referred to any evidece which reveals that, said 
correspondence was displayed on the Notice Board by 
such and such person. Even no evidence is recoded by her 
on that point in the enquiry proceedings by Enquiry Officer 
to conclude, who displyed the correspondence and the 
Management has discharged the burden of displying the 
correspondence on the notice board by leading such 
evidence. On the ^ntrary not a single statement is 
recorded by the Enqu ; y Officer. She has also not recorded 
evidence of any of the witnesses who carried the 
correspondence, who fixed it on the Notice Board, who 
removed.it from the Notice Board after some time and how 
many correspondences are displayed. No evidence of any 
witness is recorded by the Enquiry Officer to conclude 
actually burden of displaying correspondence was properly 
discharged by Management. On the contrary in para-2 and 
para 6 of her finding, she only mentioned that, notice dated 
7-11-1997, 18-11-1997 were only displyed on the Notice 
Board. But she has not mentioned who had displaed those. 
She has not stated in the findings who displyed the same, 
what was their status in the employment of the 1st Party? 
Nothing is stated by the Enquiry Officer to conclude that, 

I st Party complied with the provisions of Staff Regulations 
while conducting enquiry and while proceeding with such 
an errant employee? We find only remarks on page 144, 
169 and 185.Though we find such remarks as referred above 
pages, it find difficult as to why such remarks are not on 
page 171. If at all, all correspondence were displayed on 
the Notice Board as alleged and as observed by the Enquiry 
Officer without any evidence, question arises how it can 
be presumed that correspondence produced at page 171 
was also displayed on the Notice Board? Nothing is stated 
by the Enquiry Officer,.No evidence of any type is 
discussed by Enquiry Officer and even allegedly led before 
any forum to conclude that LIC Regulations Rules are 
strictly observed by management while conducting the 
enquiry and or while displying various correspondence of 
which much capital is made by the 1st Party at all levels. 

23. Moreover, as observed above finding of the 
Enquiry Officer is totally silent on that point. He has not 
discussed or given names of the persons who displayed 
the such correspondence on the Notice Board as per Staff 
Regulations Rules. Even she has not ascertained whether 
actually it was displayed or not while discussing or while 
giving finding on it. Besides on has to note that all these 
documents are coming from the Management custody and 
are with the Management. Here one cannot ignor that, 
Management is taking action against the concerned 
workman who is a person of poor section. When mighty 


power is against such poor employee then definitely one 
has to take more care and caution to see whether such a 
power has followed the principles of natural justice? All 
the while this workman is saying that, principles of natural 
justice are not followed. He is saying that, whatever 
correspondence allegedly send were not served on him. 
He says that, Enquiry Officer was bias and he has no 
evidence. When that type of defence is taken naturally 
burden shift on employer to show that, it has taken all 
proper care and has given full opportunity to the concerned 
workman to reply the said charges. Following the principles 
of natural justice does not mean only to follow the rules 
provided under the rules: and regulations but is also 
expected to follow which can be done in the natural course. 
The case of the 1st Party is that , it acted as per the 
provisions given in the said Staff Regulaions. But question 
arises, what was the result of the act of 1 st Party? Result of 
all that is none of them out of the said correspondence was 
served on the concerned workman. Even it is not discussed 
by the Enquiry Officer and stated how she has observed 
that it was seved on the concerned workman and hold that 
it is proper one? Even Enquiry Officer did not bother to 
refer statement of any of the witness who allegedly 
displayed this correspondence on the Notice Board. When 
all this is not there, in my consider view how it can be said 
that, the principles of natural justice were followed? 
According to me following principles of natural justice 
means it should be done by giving all possible opportunities 
to the concerned employee which are beyond the 
provisions given in the Rules and Regulations to such an 
employee. If at all those could have been given to such an 
employee, he might be in a position to bring witness or 
evidence on his behalf to justify the absenteeism. The very 
purpose of holding an enquiry is to find out truth and to 
see whether really he has reason to abandoned the job 
without any reason or really he has abandoned his job or 
really he has reason to remain absent from the job? Here, 
since 2nd Party did not get the opportunity.to place his 
explanation about absenteeism on record, in my considered 
view finding given by the Enquiry Officer on that issue, 
cannot be treated as a finding as expected. 

24. It is to be noted that, 2nd Party is saying that, his 
mother was sick. Even in his correspondence which is 
admitted by the 1st Party, where 1st Party also admits that 
reason given was and concerned workman informed that, 
his mother was sick and nobody is there to look after her. It 
is not case of the 1st Party that, 2nd Party has given false 
reason or stand taken by him about the sickness of his 
mother is false one. Neither the sickness of mother is 
disputed by the 1 st Party at any level nor about his sickness. 
Even it is not disputed by 1st Party that, he is alone in the 
house and there is nobody to look after his mother. The 
correspondence send on that point is admittedly served 
on the 1st Party. When that is there and when he says that, 
his mother was sick and then when he became sick and 
when he has sent correspondence on that point which 
admittedly served on 1st Part)'! Party couple with medical 
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certificate of the concerned Doctor on has to consider it. 
Even correspondence regarding his medical health is at 
from page 44 to 49 of Exhibit 8 is not seriously disputed. So 
it cannot be said that, 2nd party has made out false case or 
it was concocted story made out by him about his absence. 
No doubt on that no evidence is lead by him in support of 
said medical certificates and case made out by him. But 1 
feel here we are on the point of fairness of inquiry and on 
point of finding. On that finding punishment of removal is 
given. So we can test that while hearing both on the 
punishment, since punishment alone cannot be decided 
till gravity of alleged charge is considered. 

25. Moreover, one has to see the reason given by 
the concerned workman about absenteeism. He says that, 
his mother was sick and he was alone in the house. He 
states that, he was staying with his uncle who left for native 
place. That means, his mother was in the house who was 
sick and he was alone. As there was nobody to look after 
her he has no option but to attend her.- As stated above 
said position is not disputed by the i st Party at any stage. 

26.1 lere reason given by the concerned workman is 
that, his mother is sick require to be considered, in my 
considered view, in different angle. It is to be noted that, 
he claim that his mother was sick. One has to see when one 
is claiming his mother was sick, one has to give anxious 
thought and regard and respect to the word “mother”as 
'mother' means God for such a person and is all to him. 
Even in the Factory “mother machine” plays an importan! 
roll, said machine is called “Mother machine” which provide 
work for all other machinery and hands working in the 
factory. Mother is in the personal ity who take care of house, 
who look after all, who bothers regarding all as well as go 
on taking care of and that too all the time. When employee 
of this type who is illitrate and who belong to Schedule 
Caste category' says when his mother was sick, definitely 
for him mother may be the only important thing in his life 
and mother will be all for him and beyond that he may not 
be having world.When mother is his world, for such a 
person and when he claims that, his mother was sick which 
is not disputed at any level, in my considered view, one 
has to give regard and thought to that reason. It is not that, 
he did not inform about the sickness of his mother. On the 
contrary 1 st Party admit that, by telegram dated 24-4-1997 
and letter dated 25-4-1997 he informed about sickness of 
his mother and even he explained the situation in which he 
was in the house saying that, he was staying with his 
uncle who left for native place and he was alone there to 
look after his ill mother. When he states that, his mother is 
sick and require treatment, and when pray for sanction of 
leave from 7-4-1997 and when that reason is given which 
admittedly is served on 1st party in my considered view, 
one has to give anxious thought to the reason given by the 
concerned workman. According to me one cannot take it 
lightly or casually as in my opinion, reason given, is 
regarding sickness of his mother. When person of this 
type is not attending job for the reason to give treatement 
to his mother, require to consider sincerely. Now-a-days 
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we do not find that much attachment towards parents But 
one has to note that it was period of 1997 and that concerned 
workman cannot be blamed for the reason given by him 
that his mother is sick so he unable to report on duty from 
7-4-1997. According to me he has given more priority !e 
sickness of his mother than attending inquiry as that time 
he may be feeling that mother is above all. That belief of 
some persons one cannot ignore. The season given by the 
concerned workman that, his mother is sick, ought to have 
been considered by the Management since affection 
towards mother appears his passion and the management 
ought to have taken more care while proceeding against 
him when he was passionate about his mother. When it is 
his case that, he remained abesnt and he was sick and was 
treated by Psychiatrist Dr. Sanjay Kumawat for which he 
was under his treatment from 30-4-199? to 
14-11-2000, that means, he was under treatment for more 
than three years. He has produced copy of those certificates 
at Exhibit 40 and 41 of Exhibit 8. All are served on 1st 
Party.All those shows that, 1st Party was aware of the 
intimation given by the concerned workman and the reason 
behind his absenteeism. Reason is that, intially his mother 
was sick so he remained absent and then he himself fallen 
sick and when his mother was sick and he was sick and 
none of the correspondence of the 1st Party was served, 
how 1st party expect that, he should attend enquiry? 
Besides in this situation how 1st Party is happy in saying 
that it followed rules and regulations of L1C by displaying 
notices on Notice Board and satisfied legally treated those 
as served on the concerned workman? Besides when 
actually notice was not served on the concerned workman 
about the enquiry and its stages, in my considered view, 
what is the use o( correspondence displaying the notices 
on the Notice Board when concerned workman is not 
reporting on duty and is not known about the enquiry 
proceeding going on against him? 

27. Apart from that much capital is made about 
displaying notices on the Notice Board taking base that 
procedure given in StalTrules is adopted and so 1st Party 
is right in doing all that. Actually Staff Regulation rules 
expect such a displaying on the office where the concerned 
workman is working. All the correspondence referred above 
does not reveal that. the notices were displayed a* the 
place where concerned workman worked lastly and -wen 
there is no evidence before the Enquiry Officer to conclude 
that, such notices were displayed on the Notice Board of 
the office where the concerned workman lastly worked 
Enquiry Officer docs not disclose the name of any w !?nes> 
who displayed such notices on the Notice Board of ‘he 
Office where 2nd Party lastly worked. It h not discussed 
by the Enquiry Officer or brought on record by her 
a i) when , ,:o displayed those notices on the notice board 
of the office where 2nd Party concerned workman kisiiv 
worked and for how many days notices were there on die 
Notice Board. Even no such type of evidence is there before 
the Enquiry Officer. On the contrary not a single statement 
is recorded of uny witness by Enquiry Officer to conclude 
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that, notices were displayed on the Notice Board as per 
Staff Regulation rules since copies of those were not served 
on the concerned workman. Besides Enquiry Officer is not 
examined in this proceedings to show that, her act of 
conducting inquiry was just and proper. 

28. When concerned workman was absent on account 
of sickness of his mother, during the enquiry admittedly 
and when he was not attending the work where notices 
were allegedly displayed on the notice board, whether 
display of notices on notice board is sufficient? whether 
can it be treated that, 1 st Party has given all opportunities 
as expected? Whether it can be treated that principles of 
natural justice were followed? According to me answer to 
ail those will be “No” Besided principles of natural justice 
means, the principles which require to be followed which 
are not reduced in writing and which can be offered in 
possible manner. Even it is not the case of the 1 st Party that, 
it displayed its intention of conducting an inquiry by 
displaying it in any of the newspaper as is done in Civil 
cases. No any type of such action is shown to have been 
taken by the 1st Party that it displayed its intention in any 
new paper of holding enquiry against the concerned 
workman about his absenteeism. No doubt StafTRegulations 
does not incorporate that. But “Natural justice” has wider 
meaning than what is corporated in the rules. When it is not 
case of the 1 st Party that and when such a notice was not 
displayed about the intention of the 1st Party that it wanted 
to hold an enquiry and or conducted the enquiry and when 
none of the notices were served on the concerned workman 
by which 1st party, in my considered view such an enquiry 
cannot be treated as fair and proper and cannot be observed 
that it was conducted by following principles of natural 
justice. 

29. Apart from that, what is evidence with the 1st 
party. 2nd Party examined himself at Exhibit 12 where he 
claims that principles of natural justice were not followed 
and injustice is caused to him.He states that, lastly he 
worked at Chembur Branch. He states that, he has intimated 
1st Party about his absenteeism. He states that, he did not 
remain absent without intimation. He states that, he unable 
to attend duty and intimated by letter dated 25-4-1997 and 
telegram dated 24-4-1997. Against that, 1 st party examined 
Mr. Tara intiaily at Exhibit 16 and then for second time at 
Exhibit 27 repeating the same story. In the cross this witness 
of the 1st Party admit that Authority can sanction leave 
upto one year as per Rule 60, Even Staff Regulation give 
that much advantage to erred employee. He admits that, 
the medical certificate submitted by the concerned workman 
of Dr.Umawat from 7-4-1997 to 30-4-1997 were received. He 
admits that, entire correspondence of the 1st party 
addressed to 2nd Party was not actually served on 2nd 
Party and were returned with postal remarks 
“unclaimed”,'not found’.He admits that, 1st Party did not 
follow method, of serving such correspondence on the 
concerned workman personally. He admits that, no oral 
evidence was recorded by the Enquiry Ofticer of any type 
while giving finding. Even on 2nd occasion this witness of 


the 1st party admit that, the correspondence referred above 
was not served on the concerned workman.! le admits that, 
the enquiry report which was sent to the concerned workman 
was not displayed on the Notice Board. So that is important 
admission given by the witness of the 1st Party. He admits 
that, extention of leave can be granted by I st Party upto one 
year. It is to be noted that. Enquiry Officer is not examined at 
anytime before this tribunal, though matter came up before 
this Tribunal on 3 occasions, to show enquiry conducted 
by her was just and proper and finding given by her docs 
not require any interference. It is not explained by the 1st 
Party that as to why it was unable to lead any evidence 
before this Tribunal of Enquiry Officer to show that enquiry 
conducted by her was conducted by following due process 
of law and even hy following principles of natural justice. In 
the absence of it and in view of the discussion made above 
I conclude that, the enquiry is not fair and proper. So when 
this is the evidence and when principles of natural justice 
were not followed by the l st Party while holding an enquiry 
and when concerned workman did not attend the enquiry to 
explain about his absenteeism in my considered view, we 
have to observe that, enquiry is not fair and proper and 
finding perverse. 

30. While remanding the matter back Hon’bie High 
Court observed that, this Tribunal has to sec whether 2nd 
Party led evidence to justify absenteeism which in my 
considered view will comeup in the next stage where I have 
to give opportunity to the 1st Party to justify the action of 
removal. It is to be noted that, here 1st Party has removed 
the concerned workman relying on such an enquiry and 
finding given by the Enquiry Officer on such an enquiry. 
When Enquiry Officer gave finding on such an enquiry 
and when Disciplinary Authority acted on it in my 
considered view, opportunity will have to be given to the 
2nd Party to explain about his absenteeism and about 
further delay which appears to have caused in making 
Appeals and reference after a delay of 3-4 years. Apparently 
it appears that, there is delay of about 4 years which in my 
considered view cannot be considered at this stage and 
will be considered in second round by giving opportunity 
to both. 

3! Taking into consideration all this, coupled with 
the discussions made above of the case ol both parties 
and the evidence on record, 1 conclude that, enquiry is not 
fair and proper and I also conclude that, findings perverse. 
So i answer these Issues to that eifect and passes the 
following order: 

ORDER 

(i) Enquiry is not fair and proper, 

(ii) fmdingperverse, 

(iii) l direct both to attened this Court on 
5-3*2010 on the action taken by I st Party. 

Bombay, 

18th February, 2010 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, ihe 22nd March, 2010 

S.O. 948.—In pursuance of Section i 7 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes ihe award (Ref. No. 2/15/ 
2006) of the Centra) Government Industrial Tribunal-2, 
Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the industrial Dispute 
between the management of State Bank of Mysore and 
their woikmen, received by the Cer?raJ Government on 
22-03-2010. 

[No L-120! >/ 61 /2005-IR(B !)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTR4LGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTR! A L THI BUN Al. NO.2, M UM BAI. 

PRESENTA. A. LAD. Presiding Officer 

Reference No CGIT-2 15 of2006 

Employers in relation to the Management of 
State Bank of Mysore 

The Assistant General Manager, II, 

State Bank of Mysore, Region I!, 

Hubli Zone, Hubli, 

Hubli Karnataka. _First Party 

V/s. 

Their Wormen 

Sh. SanjayN. Morajkar, 

S/o. Nakul Morajkar, H. No. 245, 

Sumitra Niwas, Aquem, 

Malbhat, Margao, 

Goa-40368 i, ... Second Party 

APPE. ’2ANCC 

For the Employer : Mr. L.F. Vieges, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Mr. S.V. Nabar, Advocate. 

Date of reserving the Award 19-1 -2009 
Date of passing the Award : 09-2-2010. 

AWARD PART-I 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under : 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No.L-12012/16I /2005-IR (B-I) dated 22nd February, 
2006 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of State 

Bank of Mysore, Hubli in discharing Shri San jay N. 

Morajkar. Daftry from service w.e.f. 1-12-2002 is legal 

and justified :' If not, to what relief the workman is 

entitled for?” 

To support the subject matter involved in the 
reference concerned workman 2nd Party filed Statement of 
Claim at Exhibit b stating and contending that, the 
concerned Workman joined the services of the 
Management/ 1st Party during 1985 and worked as a 
Temporary Peon at Margao and Panaji Branches during 
1992 to 22-3-1994 honestly and sincerely. It is case of the 
2nd Party that, 1st Parly considering work he was it 
regularised as a Daftar i from 23-3-1994 and worked at Panaji 
Branch. It is eon tended by the concerned w orkman'2nd 
Paitv that, on 21-2 2090 Mr. Somanna, Branch Manager of 
the Management/1st Party visited the Branch at Panaji 
and asked to copy the prepared letter and directed to 
handed over to the same to the said Branch Manager 
Mr. Somanna. 0 is contended by the concerned workman 
that, the 1 s! Pany being Disciplinary Authority on the basis 
of the said letter dated 21-6-2000 placed the Petitioner under 
suspension from 22-6-2000. It is contended by the 
concerned workman that, a charge sheet dated 29-12-2000 
was served on him alleging that, on 12-1 1-1909 the 
concerned workman had withdrawn Rs. 600 directly from 
the S. B. Savings in operative account 114 of Prakash 
S. Usgaonkar by forging the signature of account holder 
on S. B. withdrawal form and using the services of 
Sri Satish N. Jadar and also withdrawn amounts hum the 
said S. B. Account holder Prakash NM. Usgaonkar by 
forging his signatures on cheque leaves on different dates 
by using services of Sri R. P. Rawardcor Sri Shamsuddin 
and that, to facilitate the said withdrawals the concerned 
workman got the inoperative account i 14 transferred to 
operative account on 18-1 i -1999 by forging the signatures 
of the Account Holder on the Application Form. It is case 
of the 2nd Pail} concerned workman that it was alleged 
that, the concerned workman collected the cheque book 
bearing No, 49863 i to 498640 on 10-11-1999 b\ forging 
signature of S.S Account, 114 Holder Sri Prakash 
N. Usgaonkar and using service of Shashikanth N. Jadhar 
and thereby committed misconduct as per Bipartite 
Settlement Para 19,5 published for a major penalty as per 
Bipartite Settlement para 19.6 and called the reply from the 
concerned workman. 

(3) It is contended by the concerned workman that, 
the Disciplinary Authority appointed Sri I. Charles 
Ravikumar, Manager (Accounts) Margao Branch as 
Enquiry Officer to enquire into the charges levelled against 
the concerned workman and the said Enquiry Officer issued 
a Notice fixing the date of enquiry on 12-6-2001 it is his 
case that by a subsequent letter dated 26-9-2001 the 
Disciplinary Authority changed the Enquiry Officer by 
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concurring with the findings of the Enquiry Officer tnd 
order passed by the Disciplinary Authority without proper 


appointing one Shri N.V.Chandar, Chief Manager, Margao 
and also appointed Sri K., Udayachandra Josbi, D. M. 
Head Office as Presenting Officer indicating the procedure 
to be followed in conducting the enquiry. It is contended 
by the concerned workman that, he was allowed to take the 
assistance, to defend the charges in the enquiry’ of one Sri 
V. Manjunath, President, S & M Employees Union. It is 
contended by the concerned workman that, during the 
course of the enquiry, the Presenting Officer examined Bank 
witness and from his side he examined himself. It is his 
case that, he submitted the written statement at the end of 
the enquiry on 28-11 -2001. It is contended by the concerned 
workman that, the Enquiry Officer appears to have 
submitted findings of the. Enquiry to the Disciplinary 
Authority on 27-2-2002 holding that, all the charges made 
againstthe Petitioner are proved. It is further contended 
by the concerned workman that, on 25-2-2002 the 
Disciplinary Authority/Ist Party called the explanation, if 
any, from the concerned workman, enclosing copy of the 
Endings of the Enquiry Officer. It is contended by the 
concerned workman that, on 17th June, 2002 he submitted 
his explanation to the Disciplinary Authority stating that, 
the findings of the Enquiry officer is baseless, imaginary 
and there is no application of mind of the Enquiry Officer 
on the records of evidence and therefore the whole findings 
are in gross violation of principles of natural. It is further 
contended by the concerned workman that, the Disciplinary 
Authority after,receipt of his explanation issued a Show 
Cause notice dated 23-7-2002 to the concerned workman 
stating therein that, he has come to the conclusion that 
all the charges levelled against the concerned workman are 
proved. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, he submitted his detailed explanation on 3-8-2002 to 
the Disciplinary Authority highlighting many facts, 
evidence and circumstances as to how the charges levelled 
against him are baseless, illegal and the perversity of the 
Endings of the Enquiry Officer and prayed therein to 
consider all that and defer the proposed punishment. It is 
further contended by the concerned workman that, the 
Disciplinary Authority by its letter dated 27-8-2002 
provided him an opportunity of personal hearing on 
17-9-2002 when the concerned workman appeared before 
the Disciplinary Authority alongwith his representative 
and submitted his written statement. It is further contended 
by the concerned workman that, however, the Disciplinary 
Authority still passed an order dated 30-11-2002 
discharging the concerned workman from its services. 

(4) It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, being aggrieved by the said order of discharge dated 
30-11 -2002 the concerned workman submitted an appeal to 
the Deputy General Manager and Appellate Authority, State 
Bank of Mysore, I lubli, on 23-12-2002 explaining how the 
orders of the Disciplinary Authority are illegal and baseless. 
It is further contended by the concerned workman that, 
the Appellate Authority offered him an opportunity to 
appear in person and heard him personally on 13-2-2003 
and also took into account his Memorandum 
submitted through his Defence Representative. It is further 
contended by the concerned workman that, however, the 
Appellate Authority by its order dated 30-4-2003 rejected 
the appeal, preferred by the concerned workman, mechanically 


and independent application of mind to the facts ana 
circumstances of the case without considering the variou:; 
grounds urged by the concerned workman in his appeal. It 
is further contended by the concerned workman that the 
order of the Appellate Authority also suffers from very 
many illegality and infirmities which have vitiated the 
proceedings. It is further contended by the concerned 
workman that, he also exhausted his remedy once again 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) and 
Conciliation Officer at Vasco-d-Gama, Goa by moving an 
application under Section 2(A) read with Section 12 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is further contended by 
the concerned workman that, the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) tried his level best to convince the 
Management/1st Party that, the concerned workman’s case 
be viewed on humanitarian ground and considering the 
downtrodden poverty line of the concerned workman may 
arrive at an amicable settlement. It is further contended by 
the concerned workman that, despite of the best efforts, 
the matter could not be resolved in conciliation proceedings 
and matter ended in failure of Conciliation on 3-8-2005. It is 
further contended by the concerned workman that, 
therefore, being aggrieved by the order dated 
30-1 1-2002 passed by the Disciplinary Authority and the 
order dated 30-4-2003 passed by the Appellate Authority 
of the Management/1st Party he is preferring this Appeal 
contending that, the charges 1,2,3 and 4 are not clear and 
are vague. It is further contended by the concerned 
workman that, it is well established that, iflhe charges are 
vague, it deprives a reasonable opportunity for the CSL U; 
put up appropriate defence and consequently tantamuunts 
violation of Principles of natural justice and hence the 
charges 1,2,3 and 4 become invalid, requires to be quashed 
It is further contended by the concerned workman that, the 
charges are null and void as the same are not issued by a 
notified Disciplinary Authority as the Disciplinary 
Authority has not been notified hence the charge sheet 
becomes null and void, not maintainable, requires lo be 
quashed along with the entire proceedings and show cause 
notice and final order of punishment. It is further contended 
by the concerned workman that, the charges 1,2,3 and 4 
contain the allegations of forgery and has not been 
charged under a specific clause of the Bipartite but has 
been under 19.5 without mentioning sub-clause, and there 
are 20 sub-clauses and does not spell out under which sub¬ 
clause the charges are levelled and hence prima facie the 
entire charge sheet becomes invalid, vague amd does not 
survive. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, the charges 1,2,3 and 4 contains allegations of forgery. 
However, in the entire proceedings none of the witness 
have come forward and given evidence that the instrument 
in question narrated in Charge I, 2, 3 and 4 are all forged 
and no one has said who has forged and the BWI who lias 
passed all the instruments admitted, accepted ar \ 
acknowledged that, he has passed the instruments uew«- 
says atleast in the evidence that these instruments are 
forged. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, inspite of such vital true facts available learned 
Enquiry Officer came to the conclusion that, he has no' 



1870 


THE GAZED E OF INDIA:APRIL 10, 2010/CHA1TK,' -0,1932 


given the Endings mechanically wAbout applying his mind 
and the disciplinary authority also erred in accepting the 
findings mechanically without applying its mind gave the 
punishment which is contrary to the principles of natural 
justice hence the same is liable to be quashed and set 
aisde. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, the relevant material witnesses have not been 
examined. It is further contended by the concerned 
workman that, the Star Officer Witness 
Shri Somanna who came for investigation and alleged to 
have taken a letter has not been examined to establish 
whether the Petitioner voluntarily gave the letter of 
confession or not, especially when it is disputed in the 
course of the cross-examination and when defence 
evidence is produced to the effect that this Petitioner was 
promised and under threat of police, compelled to copy a 
letter Written by Sri Somanna in English despite the true 
facts that, the concerned workman is not fully versed with 
English Lanuage. It is further contended by the concerned 
workman that, non-examination of Sri Somanna and Officer 
from the Regional office is failure on the part of the 
Management/1st Party to establish the truth and therefore, 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer is biased on without 
application of mind and hence the act of the Disciplinary' 
Authority' mechanically considering the findings without 
application of his mind demonstrates a biased and contrary 
to the principles of natural justice and requires to be set 
aside. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, the conclusion of the Enquiry Officer that, the 
concerned workman has admitted, by confessing 
voluntarily do not hold any water in the light ot the answers 
given by the Branch Manager and the evidence on record. 
It is further contended by the concerned workman that, the 
fact that the letter was copies by the concerned workman 
in an empty cash cabin in the presence of Sri Somanna and 
there is no evidence established on record through any of 
the witness that the concerned workman voluntarily gave 
the copied letter or copied the letter voluntar! ly and handed 
over it to the Manager. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, that from the relevant material 
evidence, the findings based upon the BEC II presuming 
that, it is voluntarily confessed Setter is perverse, contrary 
to evidence on record and evidence, the findings becomes 
illegal, invalid and the Disciplinary authority also erred in 
accepting the findings mechanically and therefore also the 
punishment inflicted is unjust, unwarranted and opposed 
to principles of natural justice and requires to 
be set aside in the ends of justice by reinstating the 
concerned workman. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, the allegations levelled in the 
charge arc all concocted one i: c without evidence and 
of therefore the findings and the punishment inflicted are 
contrary to the principles of natural justice. 

(5) It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, even though it has been brought on record that, Shri 
Somanna from Regional office crime for investigation and 
he has submitted the report to the Management, his request 
for the report has been denied and opportunity to establish 
that letter was obtained by him enclosed to the report now 
brought on record through courier and produced in the 
inquiry proceedings is lost and the concerned workman 
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has beer deyr. : of a reasonable opportunity o.ublish 
the defer St >% hi* case that, Disciplinary' Audios ;w wrongly 
based upon o h void Endings which rctiui.es to be 
quashed and id aside. It is.further contended by the 
concerned workman that, no definite charge ex!• ***d at the 
time of invest h avion made by Sri Somanna and? hat. neither 
the Manage; nor Sri Somanna are Disciplinary, hence the 
question of contession does not arise as lb m are not 
competent authorities empowered with jurisdiction to 
accept any such confession, hence the End mgs of the 
Enquiry Officer with regard to alleged confession is illegal 
and is without jurisdiction and therefore also me findings 
cquirc to be set aside to meet the ends of r .c. It is 
further contend, d by the concerned workman ;i the act 
of the Enquiry Officer coolly coming to the conclusion 
without apply ing his mind based on the alleged confession 
is erroneous, contrary to the principles of natural justice 
hence the Endings and proposed punishment inquired to 
be quashed and set aside. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, there is no complain? or claim 
from any party and there is no evidence brought on record 
to the effect that, the Bank has suffered loss and therefore 
also the Endings become perverse contrary to the principles 
of natural justice and punishment inflicted is nwaiid and 
requires to be set aside. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, the Appellate Authority is not 
justified in parsing the order dated 30-4-2003 rejecting the 
Appeal preferred by the concerned workman mechanically 
concurring with the Endings of the Enquiry Officer and 
order of passed by the Disciplinary Authorin without 
proper and independent application of mind to the facts 
and circumstances of the case. It is his case that, he ought 
to have considered on the various grounds urged by him 
in his appeal. He alieges that, the order of the Appellate 
Authority also suffers from very many illegality and 
infirmtics which have vitiated the proceedings. So he 
prayed-that the impugned orders dated 30-1! -3002 passed 
by the Disciplinary Authority and impugned order dated 
30-4-2003 passed by the Appellate Authority be quashed 
and set aside and the concerned workman be reinstated 
with benefit of full back wages with consequential reliefs, 

(6) This is disputed by the Management 1st Party 
by Eling Written Statement at Exhibit 1 l stating and 
contending that, the concerned workman was working as a 
Peon in its branches at Margao and Panaji but denied that, 
he had worked diligently and faithfully in the Bank. 
Management' I st Party denied that, on 21 -6-2000 while the 
concerned workman was discharging his duties one 
Mr. Somanna, Branch Manager of the Respondent visited 
the Branch at Panaji where the concerned workman was 
working induced the concerned workman to copy a letter 
written in English language and that the said Mr. Somanna 
took the concerned workman to an empty cash cabin along 
with him and asked him to copy the said prepared letter 
and hand over to the said Branch Manager. It is case of the 
Management/1 st Party that, the concerned woi'kman/2nd 
Party has written a letter and handed it over to the Branch 
Manager and the Disciplinary Authority on ihc basis of 
the said letter dated 21-6-2000 placed liv concerned 
workman under suspension from 21-6-2000 It is case of 
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the Management/1 st Party that, the Petitioner knows 
English language and had written the said letter voluntarily 
in good English and signed under it. 

7. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, 
initially Shri Charles Ravikumar was appointed as Enquiry 
Officer and subsequently on his request to relief him on 
health grounds Shri N.V., Chander was appointed in his 
place. It is case of the Management/ 1st Party that, the 
change of Disciplinary Authority had been duly informed 
to the concerned workman. It is a case of the Management/ 
1 st Party that, even though the concerned workman had 
admitted his guilt in withdrawing amount from the customer 
account brought his letter and made good the withdrawn 
amount by depositing it in the Bank, a domestic enquiry 
was initiated by the Bank by issuing a charge sheet and 
the concerned workman was represented by 
Sri Mankjunath, President of SBM Employees Union, 
Bangalore. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, 
the concerned workman had admitted that all the procedure 
of domestic enquiry proceedings were-complied with by 
the management as evident from the Appeal where the 
concerned workman stated all the steps taken by the 
Management/1st Party culminated in his discharge. It is 
case of the Management/1 st Party that, since he had totally 
failed to discharge the guilt the Disciplinary Authority had 
no other alternative but to discharge the Petitioner from 
the service of the Bank for gross misconduct since the 
charges are proved. Management/ 1st Party denied that, 
the Enquiry officer’s report is baseless, imaginary and in 
fact the concerned workman had availed all opportunities 
to defend himself and he cannot now make such frivolous 
contention and it is contended by the Management/1st 
party that, the Disciplinary Authority applied its mind and 
decided to punish the concerned workman. It is case of the 
Management/1st Party that, the Appellate Authority, after 
hearing the concerned workman and perusal of the memo 
of appeal delivered the order dated 30-4-2003 rejecting the 
appeal preferred by the concerned workman by giving 
sound reasons and the said order does not suffer from any 
illegality or infirmity which have vitiated the proceedings. 
It is case of the Management/1st Party that, the conciliation 
proceedings failed before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) because there was nothing new 
brought to the notice of the Management and there was no 
change of circumstances inviting reopening of the matter 
from the part of the Management and since the concerned 
workman’s acts are serious criminal nature reopening such 
matters very much difficult. 

8. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, the 
charges arc very clear and are not vague as alleged by the 
concerned workman. The concerned workman was served 
with the charge sheet mentioning four charges in detail 
which itself is crystal clear and the concerned workman 
has clearly understood the charges and pleaged guilty. 
Management/1 st Party denied that, the charges itself are 
null and void as the same have not been issued by a 
notified Disciplinary Authority as the Disciplinary 
Authority has not been notified in the Branch to all the 
staff members including the concerned workman while work¬ 


ing in the Bank. Management/ 1st Party denies that, the 
copy of the Notification was never found till today in the 
Notice Board of the Bank and that, there is no 
signature of the concerned workman having obtained the 
circular, if any, noting the Disciplinary Authority and hence 
the charge sheet becomes null and void and not 
maintainable and hence the order to be quashed. It is .case 
of the Management/1 st Party that, the Disciplinary 
Authority has been notified to all the staff members through 
the circulars and all the staff members are 'supposed to 
notice these circulars and said are open to all as well as 
available at Branches/offices. It is case of the Manage¬ 
ment/1 st Party that, there are only 12 clauses to para 19.5 
of Bipartite Settlement, no prejudice is caused to the 
concerned workman by not citing the sub-clauses as the 
concerned workman clearly understood the charges and 
the acts committed by the concerned workman by him and 
pleaded not guilty to the charges, 

9, Management/1st Party denied that, the allega¬ 
tions of forgery have not been proved by the Manage¬ 
ment/1 st Party against the concerned workman and that 
the Enquiry Officer and Disciplinary Authority have not 
applied the mind while delivering the orders. It is case of 
the Management/]st Party that, the learned Enquiry 
Officer and Disciplinary Authority have considered the 
facts, documents, circumstances and evidence how 
Rs.36,100 has been withdrawn from the Account No. 114 of 
by the concerned workman to defraud the Bank by putting 
the withdrawals forms/cheques through counter for 
encashment through his friends. It is case of the Manage¬ 
ment/1st Party that, on 17-6-2000 customer Prakash S. 
Usgaonkar presented a withdrawal form and Pass book 
which, he was told that, the balance in the account is only 
Rs. 1077 and the Pass Book showing the balance of 
Rs.36,620 and upon the enquiry with the staff members the 
concerned workman himself voluntarily admitted to the 
Branch Manager, that he has withdrawn the money from 
the said accuount and deposited a sum of Rs.36,100 on 20- 
6-2000 and thereafter submitted a letter admitting that, he 
has withdrawn the money. It is case of the Management/ 
1st Party that, the concerned workman’s friend and Bank 
customers also admitted that, they acted on behalf of the 
concerned workman, in their letters dated 21-6-2000 and 
22-6-2000. It is case of the Management/1 st Party that, the 
concerned workman never denied the contents of the forg¬ 
ery or the contents of the letter dated 21-6-2006 or the 
deposit of the amount and the contents of the letters made 
by his friends. 

10, It is case of the Management/1 st Party that, no 
prejudice has been caused to the concerned workman for 
non-examination of Shri Somanna anddenied that, the con¬ 
cerned workman wrote the said letter under duress or un¬ 
der the threats of the Police. It is case of the Management/ 
1st Party that, the findings are based upon the 
evidence and documents. Management/ 1st Party denies 
that, the letter was copies by the concerned workman in an 
empty cash cabin in the presence of Shri Somanna. It is 
case of the Management/1st Party that, the concerned 
workman has himself shown the said letter dated 21-6-2000 
to the Secretary of the Union, Panaji Branch before tendering 
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the said letter to the Branch Manager, the said letter volun¬ 
tarily written by the concerned workman in order to elicit a 
lenient view from the higher authority, and the 
enquiry proceedings are totally silent regarding the issue 
of coercion or assurances, not even the suggestion that 
h?s been put to the witness/Branch Manager. It is case of 
the Management/1st party that, the findings in this Case 
are not solely based on Exh.l 1 but are based on oral evi¬ 
dence and also the documents including the letter dated 
21-6-2006 and that the Exhibit BEX 11 cannot be read 
in isolation since the said exhibits have to be read along 
with other exhibits and oral evidence before the Enquiry 
officer. Management/1 st Party denied that, the allegations 
levelled in the charges are concocted one and without evi¬ 
dence. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, non¬ 
production of Investigation Report and the Management/ 
1st Party has not relied upon the Inquiry report before the 
Enquiry Officer. 

11. Management/1st Party denied that it obtained 
the confession from the concerned workman under dress. 
It is case of the Management/1st Party that, the concerned 
workman admitted his acts of forgery to the Branch Man¬ 
ager, deposited the withdrawn amount and submit a letter 
describing his acts of forgery and presented to the Branch 
Manager voluntarily and the said letter is the part of the 
evidence in the enquiry proceedings. It is case of the 
Management/1st Party that, the concerned workman 
himself made the admission before the charge sheet so the 
facts and circumstances of this case is not similar to the 
case decided by the Hon’ble Karnataka High Court. It is 
case of the Management/1 st Party that, by the acts 
committed by the concerned workman Bank suffered 
disrepute in the eyes of the customer and the public in 
general regarding the reputation of the Bank. It is denied 
by the Management/I st party that, the Appellate Author¬ 
ity is not justified in passing the order dated 30-4-2003 
rejecting the appeal preferred by the concerned workman 
and submit that, the Appellate order is legal and justified. 
It is submitted by the Management/1 st Party that, the 
concerned workman has not made out any case and the 
reference deserves to be rejected in limine with costs and 
the concerned workman is not entitled to any reliefs. 

12. In view of the above pleadings Issues were framed 
at Exhibit 15. Out of those Issues at (i) and (ii) are treated as 
preliminary issues which I answer as follows: 


ISSUES 

FINDINGS 

Whether inquiry fair 

No 

and proper? 


Whether finding perverse? 

Yes 


REASONS: 

ISSUES NOS. 1&2: 

13. 2nd Party concerned workman claims that, he 
joined 1 st Party initially as temporary Peon at Margao Panaj i 
Branch and worked there between 1992-94. He worked hon¬ 
estly and sincerely and considering his work he was posted 
as Daftri from 23-3-1994 on which he worked at Panaj i 
Branch. 
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14. It is his case that, while he was discharging 
duties Mr. Somanna who was the Branch Manager visited 
Panaji Branch where 2nd Party/conccrncd workman was 
working. At the time of visit of Mr. Somanna he called the 
2nd Party/concemed workman in cash cabin and handed 
over a copy of writing and asked him to reproduce it in his 
hand writing and hand over to him. It is his case that, he 
was educated upto Std. IX and was not that much conver¬ 
sant with English language/ It is his case that, on the basis 
of the said writing given by the 2nd Party/conccrncd 
workman. Disciplinary Authority suspended him from 
22-6-2000. The charges levelled against the concerned work¬ 
man were that, he withdrawn Rs. 600 on 12-11 -99 from S/B 
Account which was inoperative Account No.! 14 standing 
in the name of Prakash S. Usgaonkar. it is also alleged that, 
by forging signature he withdrawn amount from the ac¬ 
count of Usgaonkar. It is also alleged that, while withdraw¬ 
ing said amount he took help of other hands working in the 
Bank. It is also alleged that, by forging signature of 
Usgaonkar he obtained cheque leaves and used those on 
different dates with the help of R. P. Rawarde or 
Shamsuddin and ‘withdrawn amount from inoperative 
Account No. 114 standing in the name of Prakash 
Usgaonkar. It is case of the 2nd Party/conccrncd workman 
that, the domestic enquiry was conducted on 30-6-2001, 
6-9-2001, 7-9-2001 and 28-11-2001 and the witness were 
examined. According to 2nd Party/conccrncd workman 
material witnesses were not examined before Inquiry 
Officer nor produced by the 1st party. Even Investigating 
Officer was not examined on whose basis charges were 
levelled of withdrawing the amount from the account of 
Mr. Usgaonkar with the help of above referred persons 
working with the Bank. It is his case that, no fair opportu¬ 
nity was given, no documents were produced with the 
Enquiry Officer to hold him guilty of the charges levelled 
against him. It is his case that, the very account holder 
Usgaonkar was not examined, nor original complaint was 
produced allegedly given by Usgaonkar claiming that, 
amount was withdrawn by unknown person and he has 
not withdrawn the said amount and no evidence was led 
by the Presenting Officer by examining said alleged 
witnesses viz. Jadar, Rawarde as well as Usgaonkar. It is 
his case that, when the person who initially heid the inves¬ 
tigation Mr. Somanna is not examined and copy of the said 
investigation report is not placed on record vis-a-vis copy 
of complaint of Mr. Usgaonkar, the account holder and 
other witnesses where the alleged persons whose services 
have been allegedly utilized by the concerned workman for 
withdrawing the amount from Usgaonkar’s account. He 
claims that, enquiry was not fair and proper. I Ie also claims 
that, there was no evidence before the Enquiry Officer of 
withdrawing the amount by him and forging signature of 
the account holder Mr. Usgaonkar. So he claims that, find¬ 
ing is perverse. He aiso prays that, enquiry be declared not 
just and proper and finding perverse. 

15. This is disputed by the managemeni/lst Party by 
making out the case that, there was enquiry and charge 
sheet was served on the concerned workman. It is case of 
the 1 st Party that, enquiry was conducted by the Enquiry 
officer in which the representative of the concerned work¬ 
man represented him. It is case of the 1 st Party that, he has 
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submitted reply to the charges sheet and full opportunity 
was given to the concerned workman. It is case of the 1 st 
Party that, very serious allegations were levelled against 
the concerned workman and sufficient evidence was there 
before the Disciplinary Authority to conclude finding not 
perverse. 

1 6. To support that, 2nd Party/concemed workman 
placed reliance on his affidavit filed at Exhibit 16 in lieu of 
his examination-in-chsef where he narrated all above story 
and claims that, enquiry is not fair and proper and finding 
perverse. In the cross he admits that, he knows Branch 
Manager Mr. Lobo. He denies that, he has withdrawn the 
amount from the account of Usgaonkar on number of oc¬ 
casions as alleged by the Bank. He also denies that, he 
admits the signature forged by him of account holder 
Usgaonkar. It is to be noted that, in the cross no admis¬ 
sions were obtained by the Advocate of the 1 st Party from 
them to conclude that, he is at fault or he is guilty of the 
charges. On that, he filed closing purshis at Exhibit 30. 
Against that Bank examined Jerald Lobo, the Branch Man¬ 
ager of Panaji by filing his affidavit-in-lieu of examination- 
in-chief at Exhibit 32 who claims that, enquiry is fair and 
proper and finding not perverse. He also claims that, 2nd 
Party fabricated the signature of the account holder 
Usgaonkar and withdrawn the amount on a number of 
occasions with the help of staff. He also states that cheques 
were obtained by the concerned workman and by using 
those he withdrawn the amount and by signing forged 
signature of account holder Usgaonkar committed miscon¬ 
duct for which punishment of dismissal is just and proper. 
In the cross he states that, the letter produced at page 15 of 
Exhibit 12 does not bear the name of the concerned work¬ 
man. He also admits that, the said letter does not bear the 
allegation against the concerned workman. This witness 
states that, he does not know whether Prakash Usgaonakr 
was examined before the Enquiry Officer, acocount holder 
against which it was alleged that, the concerned workman 
withdrew the amount from the account. He also admits 
that, he has no knowledge about examination of Sunil Naik 
in the enquiry'. He also admits that, no Police complaint 
was filed against the concerned workman of forgety. He 
also admits that, he had not mentioned the name of the 
concerned workman when he complained to the Regional 
office about the alleged act of the 2nd Party/concemed 
workman. He also states that, he does not know whether 
concerned workman has admitted the guilt by writing 
letter in front of Mr. Somanna. It was suggested that, the 
said letter was obtained by Somanna by using force and 
by using influence and playing fraud on the concerned 
workman tempting him that, if he admits the charges, no 
action will be taken on which he relied and gave undertak¬ 
ing. He also docs not know, whether, Rawale was the wit¬ 
ness in the enquiry. He also admits that, he does not know 
whether Dy. Manager reported that, amount withdrawn 
was legally withdrawn by issuing cheques and there was 
no illegality in withdrawing the amount from the account 
of Usgaonkar. On that 1st party dosed evidence and filed 
closing purshis at Exhibit 37. 

17. Written arguments are submitted by the 2nd 
Pariy/conccrncd workman at Exhibit 38 and by the 1 st Party'/ 
Management at Exhibit 39 with some citations. 


18. Persued the proceedings, written arguments filed 
at Exhibits 38 and 39 as well as the documents produced by 
the 2nd Party/concemed workman at Exhibit 8 and the I st 
Party/Management at Exhibit 12. 

19. Documents produced with Exhibit 8 including 
copy of the enquiry report and copy of enquiry proceed¬ 
ings. From the said documents we find that, witness viz. 
alleged account holder Usgaonkar is not examined before 
the Enquiry Officer. In the enquiry we find that, the com¬ 
plaint alleged to have been filed by Usgaonkar is also not 
produced. In the enquiry we find original investigation 
report is not submitted . Even question was put to the 
witness of the Management on which Enquiry Officer ob¬ 
jected and passed an order that, Investigation report is not 
necessary. It is case of the 2nd Party /concerned workman 
that, on the basis of the said Investigation Report charge 
sheet was served and enquiry was conducted. Besides it is 
a matter of record that, Investigating Officer Mr. Somanna 
who allegedly submitted his report is not examined before 
the Enquiry Officer. Besides the services of the alleged 
persons allegedly used by the concerned workman for with¬ 
drawing the amount are also not examined in the enquiry. 
Besides Somanna is not examined against whom, it is 
alleged that the concerned workman admitted the guilt 
before him by writing letter voluntarily. It is the case of the 
2nd Party that, said writing was taken from him by using 
force and coercion by the Manager. It is his case that, he 
has not given it voluntarily and on that basis 1st Party/ 
Management cannot rely and prosecute him. When that 
stand is taken by the 2nd Party/concemed workman, natu¬ 
rally burden shifts on the 1st party to prove that, the writ¬ 
ing of confession was voluntarily and said action was taken 
on voluntary statement or on guilt admitted by the con¬ 
cerned workman. However, said burden is not properly 
discharged by 1st Party by examining Mr. Somanna or by 
examining witness on whom 1 st Party /Management want 
to rely. Besides charge of forging signature of Usgaonkar 
is also alleged and it is not proved by examining Usgaonkar 
or by taking hand writing expert's report on signature on 
which it is alleged that amount was withdrawn showing 
that, it was not signature of Usgaonkar but it was signa¬ 
ture of the 2nd Party./workman. Moreover, as far as legal¬ 
ity of withdrawing the amount is concerned involved in 
the reference or involved in the charge sheet of the con¬ 
cerned workman, it is case of the 1st Party/Management 
that, there was no any illegality in withdrawing the amount. 
Even Deputy Manager deposed before the Enquiry Officer 
that, the amount was withdrawn legally allegedly involved 
in the charge sheet. Even case is made out to that effect by 
2nd Party by putting suggestion to the sole witness of the 
Management Mr. Lobo who as Branch Manager at Panaji 
Branch during 1999-2002. 

20. When the concerned account holder Usgaonkar 
is not examined vis-a-vis his complaint is not brought on 
record where allegations are made by the 1st parly/ 
Management ihai, the concerned account holder 
Usgaonkar claims that, there was no amount in his ac¬ 
count, in my considered view one cannot presume that, 
there was complain? of Use-rnnkar and he was blaming 
that, there was no amom-; In his account. Besides in the 
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absence of examintion of Usgaonkar the account holder, 
and in the absence of complaint allegedly Filed by him one 
cannot presume that, he complained with the Bank saying 
that, amount was withdrawn by somebody or by third per¬ 
son , in my view no importance require to give to it. rytore- 
over, no Police case was Filed against the concerned work¬ 
man since it was a charge of forgery-. We know charge of 
forgery require technical proof, it aiso require hand writing 
expert’s opinion to sort out the allegations of forgery. The 
documents produced in the form of copies of cheques and 
copies of other documents bears signatures of Usgaonkar. 

It is not shown by 1st Party/ Management that, those are 
signed by the concerned workman and the concerned work¬ 
man took advantage of these signatures for withdrawing 
the amount from the account of Usgaonkar. Besides it was 
allegation of the 1st party/Management that, the concerned 
workman/2nd Party had utilized the services of Jadhav and 
Shamshuddin and Jadhar. Even none of them are examined 
before the Enquiry Officer to show that, they helped the 
concerned workman and with their help the concerned work¬ 
man withdrew the amount from the account of Usgaonkar. 
Besides it is not shown by the 1st Party/ 
Management that. Account No. 114 of Usgaonkar was 
operated by the concerned workman and therefore he took 
disadvantage of it . The case made out by the concerned 
workman that, relying on the confession made by the 
concerned workman which he allegedly handed over to 
Somanna, he was charge sheeted and Enquiry Officer 
observed him guilty of the charges. However, when said 
Sommana is not examined to depose before Enquiry 
Officer that, the concerned workman gave that writing 
voluntarily or without any fear or without any influence it 
has no meaning . Against that case of the 2nd Party/ 
concerned workman is that, by using force and coercion 
and pressuring him his signature was taken on that confes¬ 
sion. Besides that, the said confession is not produced on 
record by the 1 st Party to establish that, it was writing of the 
concerned workman which volunteer and it is in his own 
handwriting without fear and force. Unless and until it is 
there one cannot go through it and can point out and distin¬ 
guish the free handwriting which is written without fear or 
without any influence and the hand writing which is written 
under force or under fear and under coercion, 

21. Besides the witnesses examined by 1 st Party are 
not speaking about the act of the concerned workman /2nd 
Party to show that, he was responsible for the said act 
Besides alleged persons viz. Uawarde, Jadar and 
Shamshuddin arc not examined by i st party/Management. 
Only because 2nd Party admitted the guilt before 
Mr. Somanna by writing alleged confession and by 
showing willingness to deposit I he amount and that, 
actually he deposited the amount, u cannot be said that, he 
was guilty of the charges levelled against him . 

22. 1 icre charge levelled against the concerned work¬ 
man is of forging the signature and withdrawing the amount 
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from the account of iTakash Usgaonkar from time io time 
and as far as said charge is concerned, no evidence is lead 
before the Enquiry Officer and even Presenting Officer did 
not examine any of the witnesses related to the alleged act 
of the concerned workman/2nd Party in withdrawing the 
amount from the account of Usgaonkar. When ail these 
things are absent and only because the concerned work¬ 
man wrote the confession at the insistence of Sommana 
and only because he deposited the amount, in the Sundary 
Account it cannot be presumed that, he is guilty of the 
charges levelled against him. Besides finding given by the 
Enquiry Officer is merely base on writing of concerned 
workman allegedly given to Sommana. Finding oi the 
Enquiry Officer is at page 60 of Exhibit 8. Said find mg is of 
2-1/4 pages. No evidence is discussed by the i nquiry 
Officer in the said finding, he did not say when he is 
concluding as concluded. Even there is no evidence be¬ 
fore him. Just he referred Bank Documents and conten¬ 
tions taken by the 1st Party/Management and contentions 
taken by the 2nd Partv/concemed workman. There was no 
discussion about the evidence and evidence of alleged 
account holder Usgaonkar or evidence of Invesugting 
Officer or discussion about statement made by Uawardc, 
Jadhav, Shamshuddin and Jadar against whom it was 
alleged that, 2nd Party took help of those in withdrawing 
the amount. Besides as stated above, there is no hand 
writing expert's report showing that, documents referred 
by the Enquiry Officer were signed by the concerned work¬ 
man and those are signed by only concerned workman and 
not by account holder Usgaonkar it cannot conduce that, 
concerned workman is resposible for it 

23. When all that is there and when there is no 
evidence before Use Enquiry Officer and when investiga¬ 
tion officer is no; examined nor his report is brought on 
record it does not permit concerned workman/2nd Party to 
cross examine 1st Party/Management's witnesses In my 
considered view , S have no option but to conclude inquiry 
is not fair and proper and finding perverse 

24. Number of citations are referred by 1st Party/ 
Management's Advocate on the point ol domestic en¬ 
quiry. In tact there is no quarrel about the Procedure of the 
domestic enquiry and on relying on the finding Liven by 
the Enquiry Officer. However, in the present case enquiry 
itself is not lair and proper and finding per vers, in my 
considered view. !sl party/Management cannni :U/e it 
to punish concerned workman /2nd Party. So i observe 
that , enquiry is not fair and proper and finding }w utsc. 
Hence, the order: 

HU)KR 

(’} uv.T'ir * not fair and proper. 

(2; I ubvTv.? finding perverse, 

(3) ! v: f v iiy Management to justify its acoon ; 

(4; No older as to its costs. 

Bombay, A. A. LAD, Presiding' >filcer 

9th February-, 2010. 
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^T.3TT. 949.—frFTK 3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 
T$U4)^m 17 $ frj ^#7 mSKTT 3# 

TfSTTT ^ MWlf sffr cr>4<w<T ^ #3, 

srpro r frfe 3?h#r^ tfc^r sfefe 

3tfa*R"T, f^fr ^ W2 (tM to 33/2009) ^ i ra i fc l ci 
wt f, wnr ^ 25-3-2010 ^ 3JF7T fan *JTi 

[R. XT^T-12012/157/2008-3TT#B^R (*ft-l)] 
^7^ frlF, "ST^T 3?ferfn 

New Delhi, the 25ih March, 2010 

S.O. 949.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.33/ 2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Delhi as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/157/2008-IR (B-1)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DRRK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
NO. 1, KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 33/2009 

Smt. Raj Kumari W/o Girish Babu, 

Through All India General Mazdoor Union, 

170, Bal Mukund Khand, Giri Nagar, 

Kalkaji, New Delhi -19 

.. .Claimant 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Local Implementation Committee, 

State Bank of India, Tigri Branch, 

Khanpur, New Dclhi-62 

... Management 

AWARD 

Local Implementation Committee, Tigri Branch, State 
Bank of India, Khanpur, New Delhi (herein after referred to 
as the Committee), engaged Smt. Raj Kumari to serve tea 
and snacks to members of the committee. She served the 
said commmittee from 1989 till 1 st of June, 95. When her 
services were dispensed with, she raised an industrial 
dispute against the bank. Dispute raised by Smt. Raj Kumari 
was adjudicated by this Tribunal and answered in favour 
of the management. She filed a writ petition before High 


Court of Delhi, wherein it was commanded that she may 
implead the Committee and raise the dispute again. She 
again raised a dispute before the Conciliation Officer. When 
conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate Government 
referred the dispurt to this tribunal for adjudication, vide 
order No. L-12012/157/2008-IR (B-l), New Delhi dated 
07-07-2009, with the following terms :— 

“Whether the action of the Chairman, Local 
Implementation Committee, State Bank of India, Tigri 
Branch, Khanpur, New Delhi in terminating services of Smt. 
Raj Kumari W/o Shri Girish Babu w.e.f. 2-6-95, is just and 
legal ? If not to what relief the applicant is entitled to ?” 

2. Claim statemet was filed by Smt. Raj Kumari 
pleading therein that she was working as a peon since 1989 
in the Committee, Tigri Branch, State Bank of India. 
New Delhi. She was paid @ Rs. 1500 PM. She was not 
given annual increment, transport allowance, house rent 
allowance, bouris , leaves, appointment letter, attendance 
card, identity card, E.S.L and P. F. facilities. When she 
raised demand for these facilities, the management felt 
annoyed, her services were dispensed with on 2-6-95, 
without paying her wages for the month of May and 1 st of 
June, 95. Act of the management in terminating her service 
is illegal. She claimed reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

Contest was given to her claim by the management 
pleading that the Committee has no statutory existence. It 
has no nexus or relation with the bank. Committee can 
engage one person to run canteen to serve tea and snacks 
to members of the Committee. The employee of the 
Committee is paid for the eatables consumed by the 
members from welfare fund of the employees. Claimant was 
engaged by the Committee. When there was no need to 
continue her services, she was disengaged. Earlier industrial 
dispute, raised by the claimant, was answered against her 
and it operates as res-judicata. She is not entitled to any 
relief. Her claim is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Claimant has examined herself in support of her 
claim. Shri Pahal Singh, Chairman of the Committee was 
examined on behalf of the management. No other witness 
was examined by cither of the patties. 

5. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Anil 
Rajput, authorised representative, advanced arguments on 
behalf of the claimant. Ms. Kittu Bajaj, authorised 
representative, raised her submissions on behalf of the 
management. I have given my careful considerations to 
the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously persued 
the record. My findings on issues, involved in the 
controversy are as follows : 

6. Smt. Raj Kumari swears in her affidavit that she 
was engaged by the Committee, Tigri Branch, State Bank 
oflndia in the year 1989 as a peon. Her monthly wages was 
Rs. 1500 PM. She worked with the Committee till 1st of 
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June, 1995. Legal facilities such as annual increments, 
transport allowance, house rent allowance, leaves, identity 
card, appointment letter, attendance card, bonus, E.S.L and 
P.F. facilities were not given to her. When she raised a 
demand, her services were terminated on 2-6-95 without 
paying her wages for the month of May, 95 and 1-6-95. 
She used, to work in the bank in place of Ram Babu and 
Rambachan. She used to perform four hours overtime per 
day. During her cross examination she presents that she 
had filed a claim against State Bank of India, which was 
rejected. She admits that she was being paid by the 
Committee. She denies that cheques Ex, MW l/Wl to 
Ex. MW I/W3 were paid to her for purchase of biscuits etc. 
According to her those cheques were paid towards her 
wages. 

7. Shri Pahal Singh, unfolds that the Committee was 
constituted by the employees of Tigri Branch, State Bank 
of India lor their welfare. It has no statutory or legal 
existancc. There was no-obligation on the bank or the 
Committee to run a canteen in Tigri Branch of the bank. 
The Committee has no nexus or rwtumn with the bank. 
Smt. Raj Kumari was engaged by t; Jommittee to serve 
tea and snacks to the members of the Committee. She was 
paid for eatables consumed, directly by the members of the 
Committee. During the course of his cross examination, he 
admits that cheques Ex. MWl/Wi to Ex. MWI/W3 were 
issued to Smt. Raj Kumari out of Staff Welfare Fund. 
Whatever amount was paid to her it was out of Welfare 
Fund of the staff. 

8. Out of facts projected by the parties it came to 
light that the Committee, Tigri Branch, State Bank of india 
was constituted as a welfare measure. There was no legal 
obligation on the bank to run a canteen. The said Committee 
employed Smt. Raj Kumari to serve tea and snacks to its 
members. Smt. Raj Kumari was paid for snacks and tea out 
of the staff welfare fund, allotted to the Committee, The 
said Committee was not a statutory body, to have its nexus 
with the State Bank of India. Consequently it cannot be 
said that the Committee was constituted as a limb of Tigri 
Branch of Stale Bank of India. Activities of the Committee 
cannot be treated as a branch of State Bank of India. 

9. No evidence worth mm'j has come over the 
record that the bank used to supervise work and conduct 
of Smt, Raj Kumari, when "he performed duties of serving 
tea and snacks to members of the Committee. She was not 
under the supervision and control of the bank, Bank was 
not having any right to take any disciplinary action her. 
Claimant cannot be equated with an employee employed in 
statutory canteens. It is not her case that there was a 
sanctioned post of peon in the Committee, against w r hich 
she worked from 1989 till June, 1995. Her engagement was 
on need basis. 

10. It is an admitted fact that the ban bears by way 
of subsidy to the extent of 95% of the cost incurred by the 


canteens- for payment of salary, provident fund 
contribution, gratuity, uniform etc. and also provides 
premises, furniture, utensils, electricity, water etc. to the 
Committee free of charge. The canteen so run by the 
Committee is not a statutory canteen. The Committee is 
not under any legal obligation to run such a canteen. Bank 
does not exercise supervision and control on the work of 
Canteen Boy employed by the Committee. 'The bank has 
absolutely no right to take any disciplinary action or to 
direct any employee of the Committee to do a particular 
work. In the absence of any obligation, statutory or 
otherwise for running a canteen by the bank, an employee 
of the Committee cannot be termed as an employee of the 
bank. Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court in 
Reserve Bank of India’s case[l996(3)S.C.C,267], 

11. In Stale Bank India’s case (AIR 2000 SC 1518) 
the Apex Court was seized of such a proposition. It was 
ruled therein that canteens run by the Committee for 
providing certain amenities in the branch are non statutory, 
non recognized canteens, because admittedly there is 
neither statutory provision nor any obligation arising out 
of award or contract between the bank and its employees 
to run such canteen. Employees of the canteen, which are 
being run at various branches by Local Implementation 
Committee would not become employee of the bank, as 
bank is not having any statutory or contractual obligation 
to run such canteens. Bank does not employ Canteen Boys. 
Bank does not supervise or control their work. For 
appointing a Canteen Boy there are no rules framed by the 
bank. The Bank has nothing to do with the running of the 
Canteen, The scheme framed by the bank for running of a 
Canteen by Local implementation Committee only promotes 
welfare activities for benefit of its employees. Therefore, it 
cannot be said that canteen Boys are employees of the 
Bank. 

12. As is evident that claimant’was working with 
the Committee which has no connection wiih the bank. 
The claimant cannot seek reinstatement of her job with the 
bank. Since she is not an employee of the management 
bank, her case is also not covered within the ambit of the 
circular issued by the bank on 25-8-91. The circular dated 
25-8-91 highlights that the bank invited application from 
casual employees for their absorption. Bank had also 
invited applications from Canteen Boys, from whom jobs 
of casual nature were taken by the bank, for the purposes 
of absorption of their services. Circular referred above is 
not applicable to the case of the claimant. It is not her case 
that she ever performed jobs of casual nature with the 
bank. Even otherwise, the said circular is not applicable to 
her. On the strength of the said circular, referred above, 
employees have worked in temporary capacity with the 
bank between 1-7-75 to 31-7-88 were considered for the 
purpose of absorption in bank’s services. Smt. Raj Kumari 
claims to have served the Committee from 1989 to 
2-6-1995. The said circular does not come to her rescue, 
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since she stands on different and distinct footings than 
those employees whose cases were considered for 
absorption in the services of the bank. 

13. Whether claimant can seek application of the 
said circular to her case ? For an answer, legal provisions 
are to be take note of. Equality before law and equal 
protection of laws are fundamental rights of every person, 
ordains Article 14 of the Constitution. The guiding 
principles laid in Article 14 are that persons, who are 
similarly situated, shall be treated a like both in privileges 
conferred and liability imposed, which means that amongst 
equals the law should be equal and should be equally 
administered and that like should be treated a like. Article 
16 of the Constitution guarantees equality of opportunities 
for all citizens in matters relating to employment or 
appointment to any office under the State. What is 
guaranteed is the equality of opportunity. Like all other 
employers, Government is also entitled to pick and choose 
from amongst a large number of candidates, offering 
themselves for employment. But the selection process must 
not be arbitrary. The guarantee given by clause (a) of Article 
16 of the Constitution will cover (a) initial appointments, 
(b) promotions, (c) termination of employment (d) and 
matters relating to salary, periodical increments, leaves, 
gratuity, pension, age of superannuation etc. Matters 
relating to employment or appointments include all matters 
in relations to employment both prior and subsequent to 
the employment which are incidental to the employment 
and form part of the terms and conditions of such 
employment. 

14. Fundamental rights guaranteed by Article 14 
forbids class legislation, but does not forbid classification 
or differentiation which rests upon reasonable ground of 
discretion. Classification is the recognition of the relations, 
and in making it the Government must be allowed a wide 
latitude of discretion and judgment. In a way, the 
consequences of such classification would undoubtedly 
be to differentiate persons belonging to that class from 
others. The classification must be founded on an intelligible 
differentia which distinguishes persons or things that are 
grouped together from others left out of the group and the 
differentia must have a rational relation to the object sought 
to be achieved. Classification may be made according to 
the nature of persons, nature of business, and may be 
based with reference to time. 

1,5. Concept of equality guaranteed by Article 16 
of the Constitution is some thing more than formal equality 
and enables the underprivileged groups to have a fair share 
by having more than equal chance and enables the State to 
give favoured treatment to those groups by achieving real 
equality with reference to social needs. ‘Protection 
discrimination’ enabled the State to adopt new strategy to 
bring underprivileged at par with the rest of the society, by 
providing all possible opportunities and incentives to them. 


Therefore a class may be allowed to have preferenfia! 
treatment in the matter relating to employment or 
appointment. There cannot be rule of equality between 
members of separate and independent group of persons, 
Persons can be classified in different groups, based on in 
terms of nature of persons, nature of business and with 
reference to time. Therefore classification based on 
experience or in relation to time for which canteen boys 
employed by the Committee had served, has a reasonable 
differentia. 

16. To claim equality with the aforesaid canteen 
boys, it was for the claimant to show that she stood on 
equal footing with them. Not even an iota of fact has been 
brought over the record by the claimant to show that she 
was at par with the aforesaid canteen boys. Circular was 
issued in 1991 to consider the case of the canteen boys, 
who served the bank for casual jobs also between 1 >7-75 to 
31-7-88. The claimant claims to have served the Committee 
from 1989 to 1st June, 1995. Claimant fell in a different class 
than those canteen boys, who were considered for 
absorption in the services of the bank, on the strength ol 
the above circular. In such a situation it cannot be said that 
the claimant was discriminated when her services were not 
regularised by the bank. 

17. The Committee is not part and parcel of the 
bank. As detailed above it works for welfare of its 
employees. It is not an extension or branch of the bank, 
Consequently activities of the Committee cannot be 
considered as activities of the bank. Whether activities of 
the Committee can be termed as an industry ? Answer lies 
in negative. The Committee arranges tea and snacks for its 
members and for that purpose engages a canteen boy. 
Except the canteen boy no other employee is engaged by 
the Committee. The image of industry or even quasi¬ 
industry is one of a plurality of workmen, not an isolated 
or single little assistant or attendant. The later category is 
more or lesslike personal avocation for livelihood taking 
some paid or part-time from another. To fall within the ambit 
of an industry the activity should be predominantly carried 
on by employment of organized labour force for production 
or distribution of goods, or for rendering material services 
to the community at large or a part of such community. 
Activities run by the Committee does not answer the 
ingredients of an “industry”. Hence activities run by the 
Committee can not be termed as an “Industry” within the 
meaning of clause (j) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes 
act, 1947. Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court in 
Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board (1978 Lab, 
1.C.778). 

18. In view of the reasons detailed above, Srnt. R. <{ 
Kumari cannot raise her eye-brows on the action ut the 
Committee when her services were disengaged on 2-6-95. 
This Tribunal dies not enjoy any jurisdiction to entertain 
adjudication of the dispute. She is not entitled to any relief. 
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An Award is, accordingly, passed. It be sent to the 
appropriate Government for its publication. 

DR. R. K.YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated : 26-2-2010 


PRESENT 


Presiding Oi ticer 
For the applicant 
For the non-applLam 


: Dr. ManjuNigam 
: Shri Ramavalar Agrawa 
: Shri Alok Fateh pun a 


Date o f A w a rd : 12-3-2010 


>J 


M ftm, 25 2010 

gn.W. 9S0.—1947 ( 1947 
14) m\1 ‘V % 3#^ 

TRWH T ^ W 3dfc cR^ cFP^RRf T 

V Fff 

"m$r ^ wrr ! 8/2006 ) 

f, ^ *R<*R «Et 25-3-2010 ^ 3JK1 s?T! 

[Tf. TTpT- i 20! 2/ 96/2005- 3TT^3TR (*t-l)] 

fw, Th=a? 3Tteffl 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 950.—In pursuat ce of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/ 2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of The Bank of Rajasthan 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 25-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/96/2005-I R (B-1)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, DeskOfficer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-COURT, JAIPUR 

Case No. CGIT18/06 

Reference No. L-12012/96/2005-1 R(B-I) 

Dated: 15-12-2005 

The President 

Rajasthan (State) Bank Workers Orgnisatson 
162, Gharwalajaon, Near Chima Bai sancheti School 
Pali Marwar (Rajasthan) 

V/s 

1. The Managing Director 
the Bank of Rajasthan Ltd. 

Central Office, C-3, Sardar Patel Marg, 

Jaipur (Rajasthan). 

2. The Asstt. General Manager 
The Bank of Rajasthan Ltd. 

Regional Office, 

Bombay Motors Chowk, Chaupasni Road, 

Jodhpur (Rajasthan). 


AWARD 

The Centra! Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under clause ’O’ of sub section 2A of Section i 0 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, i 947 (hereinafter rdYrr»d to 
as the Act) has referred the following Industrial Oisnutcs 
for adjudication to this Tribunal which runs as ur.viur > 

“Whether she action of the Assistant General 
Manager of The Bank of Rajasthan Ltd. Regional Office 
Jodhpur in terminating the services of iis employee Shri 
Ram Avatar Agrawal, Pradhan Rokadia, the Bank of 
Rajasthan Ltd. by its penal order dated 20-6-2003, k legal 
and justified 

On the receipt of the reference, notices to Y;*.h the 
parties were issued. The applicant appeared on 21 -3-2006 
and take short time to File claim. On 6-6-2006 claim was 
fled. The facts stated in claim is that applicant organization 
is a representative organization of the bank employees and 
the applicant/workman Shri Ramavalar Agrawai is a member 
of this aforesaid organization. Applicant was employed as 
a head cashier in the Ajmer branch of the Bank of non- 
applicant. Ignoring all the rules and regulations, The 
applicant was served by a chargeshect by non-applicant 
no. 2 on 6-6-2001 and before serving the chargeshect. non- 
applicant no, 2 vide order dated 1-6-2001 suspended the 
applicant w.e.f. 2-6-2001. Reply was fled by applicant on 
10-8-2001, but wuhout considering the reply, an enquiry 
was instituted and enquiry officer was appointed vsete order 
dated 7-9-2001. Without giving an opportunity of personal 
hearing to the applicant and without giving notice of 
termination, the applicant was penalised with ioifciting 
the salary and other financial benefits. Against this penal 
order appeal was f icd which too was dismissed vide order 
dated 28-10-2003. It was further averred that the orde* dated 
26-6-2003 and 28-10-2003 was illegal and contrary la law. 
The whole proceeding was infact initialed to save the actual 
real culprit. Non-applicant no. 2 Shri UttamChand Jain had 
a personal rivalry with applicant’s brother in law late Shri 
Ramkishan Garg who was employed as a special Assistant 
in the Bank of Rajasthan Ltd, Byawar Branch. Shi I i mam 
Chand Jain was then the Branch Manager. Many civil & 
criminal cases filed by Shri R.K. Garg, brother in law of the 
applicant for irregularities committed by Sh Jain as branch 
Manager are still pending. The applicant is an important 
witness in those cases. Shri Uttam Chand Jain on many 
times tried to inllucnce and pressurises the applicant to 
give an evidence in his favour to which he refused. 
Therefore, in order to take revenge and absolute False and 
baseless charge-sheet was concocted in connivance with 
actual guilty employee Shri Shyambihari Mathur. 
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In fact the whole equiry was conducted in a illegal 
manner and contrary to principal natural justice. Therefore, 
the punishment order dated 26-6-2008 and the order dated 
28-10-2003 deserves to be set-aside as being unfair and 
illegal and he be entitled for all the financial and other 
benefits. An application was filed by both the parties to 
the effect that the matter has been compromised between 
the parties vide settlement dated 7-6-2008. That all disputes 
of the applicant has been settled. No demand is pending 
against the non-applicant. Therefore, he does not want to 
pursue with this reference and as such no dispute award 
may kindly be passed on the basis of the settlement, the 
settlement deed is also attached with the application. 

In view of the settlement arrived between the parties, 
the award is passed in terms of settlement dated 7-6-2008 
which will be the part of this Award. 

I ei a copy of the Award be sent to the Central 
Government for publication under Section 17 (1) of the 
Act. 

DR. MANJU NIG AM, Presiding Officer 
M 25 2010 
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New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 951.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.8/ 2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Catholic Syrian Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 25-3-2010. 

[F.No. L-12011 /5/2008-IR (B-l)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TR1IHJNAIvCUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.L. Norbcrt, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the 10th day of March, 2010/19th Falguna, 
1931) 


I D. 8/2008 

Union : The General Secretary, 

Catholic Syrian Bank StaffAssociation, 
AIBEA House, Kalliath Royale Square, 
Palace Road, Thrissur (Kerala)- 680 020 

By Adv. Sri. Ranjith Thampan. 

Management: The Chairman, 

Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., 

Head Office, Thrissur (Kerala). 

By Adv. M/s. B. S. Krishnan Associates. 

This case coming up for hearing on 10-03-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (l) (d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act challenging the settlement between 
management and unions. 

2. Though the parties entered appearance and filed 
their pleadings when the case was posted for evidence the 
union and the counsel remained absent continuously. There 
is no representation also for the union. In the circumstances 
it has to be presumed that there is no existing dispute for 
adjudication. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
settlement arrived at between the management and Catholic 
Syrian Bank Staff Federation under Section 12 (3) of l.D. 
Act is legal and justified and the union is not entitled for 
any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 10th 
day of March, 2010. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
Appendix-Nil. 
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New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 952.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.35/ 2003) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25-3-2010. 

[F. No. L-12012/136/2003-IR (B-1)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, H JS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 35 of 2003 
Industrial Dispute between - 

Sri Sanjai Saini, 

Son of Sri khuti Ram Saini, 

Resident of Mahavan, 

District Mathura 

And 

The Asssitant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zone no. 3, 

Zonal Office, 

Sanjai Place, 

Agra. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MOL, vide notification No. 
L-12012/136/2003-IR (B-l)dated 30-9-03, has referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal- 

2. KYA SAHAYAK MAHA PRANABDHAK, 
BHARTIYA STATE BANK, AGRA DWARA KARMKAR 
SRI SANJAI SAINI ATMAJ SRI KUTI RAM SAINIKI 
MESSENGER KE PAD SE DINANK 18-6-2001SE SEWA 
SAMAPTKIYA JANANYAYOCHIT HAI/YADINAHI TO 
SAMBANDHIT KARMKAR KIS ANUTOSH KA 
HAQDARHAI? 

3. Briefly stated facts of the case are that the 
claimant Sri Sanjai Saini has filed his claim statement, 
alleging that he was appointed on 2-5-94, on the post of 
messenger at the rate of Rs. 500 as salary by the opposite 
party department at Sri Krishna Janmsthan Mathura. During 
posting every type of work including messenger stitching 
of note packets, pasting of stickers, preparation of vouchers 
and giving and taking of ledger and books from one place 
to other and such other type of works were being taken 
from him. He was being asked to write day book etc. The 
work which was being taken from him has been shown in 
the chat filed along with the claim statement besides 
messenger post. Therefore, he continued to work for more 
than 240-days in a year but he was not given the post of 
messenger and the salary accordingly. Finding no 


alternative he moved an application before ALC Mathura 
on 30-3-2000 where the opposite party challenges the 
authority of the ALC Mathura regarding jurisdiction. 
Getting annoyed opposite party did not allow him to work 
with effect from 18-6-01, though the day book on that day 
was written by him. Therefore, the action of the opposite 
party in removing him from service with effect from 18-6- 
2001 is unjust, unlawful and mala-fide and against the unfair 
labour practice. 

4. Opposite party has filed written statement and 
the Opposite party has emphatically denied the claim of 
the claimant. It is stated that the claimant was never 
appointed on 2-5-94 by AGM or any other officer as 
messenger at banks Sri Krishna Janmsthan at Mathura and 
he wasnever paid Rs.500 per month as salary. No such 
type of work as alleged by the claimant like preparing note 
bundles or putting up levels or stickers or vouchers or 
carrying book or ledgers or biding or filing vouchers etc or 
carrying of cash box were used to be taken from him either 
orally or othervise. It is wrong to say that he was asked to 
write day books to prepare statements etc. He had never 
worked for 240 days or more, he had never been an employee 
in any capacity in the branch. Applicant is a hardened sort 
of litigant. He has been involving the bank in similar 
litigation earlier. It is stated that a canteen is run by Local 
implementation Committee (in short to be referred L1C) at 
Sri Krishna Janmbhumi Mathura Branch at State Bank of 
India, Mathura (referred to be janmsthan). The said canteen 
which is run for providing certain amenities in the branch 
have staff strength of less than 100 employee is non- 
statutory, non-recognized canteen because there is no 
statutory provision. The employees of such canteen are 
not under the control of bank and their appointments are 
not governed by any rules framed by SBI. Bank enjoys 
have no control over the canteen boys. In such capacity 
no question arises for making the payment from the bank. 
The canteen boy works only in canteen. Therefore, there is 
no legal force in the allegations of the claimant and he is 
unnecessarily harassing the bank and the claim petition is 
liable to be rejected with cost. 

5. Claimant has filed certain papers along with his 
statement of claim, paper no. 5/21 is a letter dated 30-3-2000 
written by claimant to Labour Minister, paper no. 5/23 of 
2000 is a letter issued by ALC to the claimant, paper no.5/ 
24 another letter written by claimant to ALC Mathura, paper 
no.5/25 another letter written by claimant to ALC Mathura, 
dated 19-6-01. Oposite party has filed annexure A 
photocopy of letter issued by ALC Mathura to the Branch 
Manager SBI dated 25-5-2000 and reply by branch Manager 
SBI to ALC Mathura dated 29-5-2000 which is annexure D, 
another annexure D is also filed by the opposite party 
written by AGM SBI before ALC (C) Kanpur. 

6. Both the parties have adduced oral evidence. 
Claimant has adduced himself as a witness W.W.l Sanjai 
Saini. 
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is the inspection report submitted by the claimant. 1 le stated 


7. Opposite party has adduced two witnesses 
M. W. 1 Sri A. K. Jain Branch Manager, SBI Mathura and 
MW. 2 Sri G. C. Tandon retired Branch Manager, SBI 
Agra. 

8. 1 perused the record and the evidence, heard 
the parties at length and considered the circumstances. 
My findings are given below :— 

9. The only short question to be decided according 
to reference and the claim petition is whether the claimant 
had ever been appointed or engaged by the opposite party 
on the post of messenger on 2-5-94 or he had worked for 
240 days or more in a calendar year preceding the date of 
termination. 

10. M.W. 1 Sri Jain and M.W.2 Sri Tandon have 
specifically stated that the claimant had never been 
engaged or employed in the SBI Branch at Janmsthan 
Mathura on the post of messenger on 2-5-94. There is no 
relationship of employer and employee and no work was 
ever taken from him by the bank as messenger or in any 
other capacity like carrying out bank records, ledger books, 
preparing of bundles of note and writing day book etc. 
They stated on oath that he was engages by. the canteen 
staff as a canteen boy, but there is no control of the bank 
over the canteen. He was never paid either salary or 
otherwise from the exchequer of the bank. 

11. I have examined the evidence of W.W. 1. He 
admitted in the cross that whatever the amount he was 
being paid that was paid in the name of the canteen. He 
stated that he was appointed in the branch of the bank and 
he does not know whether there was any canteen running 
at the branch, but his statement on this point does not 
appear to be true. Calmant himself has filed certain papers. 
Paper no. 5/21 dated 30-3-2000 is a letter written by the 
claimant to the labour Minister wherein he has specifically 
admitted that he was appointed in SBI Janamsthan branch 
as a canteen boy and he used to get Rs,50Q. This is a fact 
that there is no post of canteen boy in the branch. Now he 
is claiming that he was appointed at the post of messenger. 
There is another letter written by him paper no. 5/24 to 
ALC Mathura wherein he stated that all the canteen boys 
had been made permanent. It shows that he was engaged 
in the canteen and not in the bank. He admitted that no 
appointment letter was issued to him. He admitted that he 
knows that if there is any vacancy of messenger then 
there is a publication in the news paper but he did not see 
any such publication. He never gave any application to 
the bank . He was never paid regularly in the bank. He also 
knows that there is a board for the appointment in the bank 
and the branch manager does not have any power to recruit 
any person in subordinate cadre. 

12. Much emphasis has been given by the learned 
authorized representative for the workman that there had 
been a joint inspection and both the parties have submitted 
their reports of joint inspection separately. Paper 16/1-16/4 


that there were certain papers in the bank like day book 
dated 19-7-99 which is written by the claimant, lie also 
stated that there are certain entries on page no. 165, 166 
and 167 respectively are in the hand writing ol the claimant. 
Whereas, opposite party has denied it. If claimant was 
sure that these papers were written by the claimant then 
during evidence it was incumbent upon the claimant to call 
for the records in the court and gave evidence in this regard 
but no such record was produced in the court and the 
court cannot take any cognizance in the absence of the 
specific record. 

13. It is contended by the A.R. of the opposite 
party that the claimant has claimed that he has been 
appointed by the branch manager, whereas in the reference 
order he has shown that he has been terminated by the 
AGMSBI. 

14. From the evidence it has been found and 
established that there is no relationship of employer and 
employee and the claimant has never been appointed by 
the opposite party branch on 2-5-94, whereas this fact 
appears to be true that the claimant has been engaged in a 
canteen as a canteen boy. 

15. Opposite parly has alleged that there is no 
control direct or otherwise of the bank over the canteen. 
They have placed reliance upon a decision 2000 LAB l.C. 
1481 Supreme Court in between SBI and other versus State 
Bank of India Canteen Employes Union and others. 

16. In this case the Hon’ble Apex Court specifically 
held-that the employees of canteen run by Local 
Implementation Committee cannot claim to be absorbed as 
employees of bank as the canteen run by L1C are non 
statutory canteens. I respectfully agree with the law 
propounded by the Hon’ble Apex Court (supra). 

17. I have also considered the point whether the 
claimant has worked for 240 days or more. 1 hough there is 
no necessity of considering this point as it has already 
been found above that he had never been employed by the 
bank. But it is also the contention of the opposite party 
that the claimant has never stated in his statement that he 
had worked for 240 days continuously in a year preceding 
the date of termination. Therefore, this contention of the 
claimant also does not carry any force. 

18. Burden of proof lies on the claimant. He has 
not been able to discharge this burden. 

19. Therefore, considering all the facts and 
circumstances and record ot the case, I am ol the view that 
the action of the opposite part is held to be legal and 
justified. Consequently the claimant is not entitled for any 
relief and accordingly reference is decided against the 
claimant and in favour of the opposite party. 

Dated: 12-03-10 

P iM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
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S.O. 954.—in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section ! of the Employees' State 


TOTTOT. 953 7133? Tgrqj 3#4fW7, 1948 (1948 

TOT 34) VRI- 1 TO) TOTO *TTTO-(3) OT TOTOcrT TTfroTTOI TOT 

wi to# -p,, ### tottor TT^^ro i 2010 tot toto 

elite TO TOTO R RpTrT TOT# # tTOTOTOT TTO 7 3 Tf^ 4 p 1 <MH TO 
3TOTOF7 4 (44 TO 45 TORI TO TTOTOITO Rt TO?# 27 3FfrT # ^JTOT t) 
3RTOTTO-5 3TE 6 ( TO-76 TOT TOR TO-( 1 ) 3TK TO-77, 78, 
79 3m 81 '4-; fTOTOFT TOt TV# fl TTftT TOT TOT Bpk t) TO W 
RTOTTO mm TO ft H Ed feci ## k TOJTO TO, 3TTO# : 


TOTOTTO TRTO 77TTO 


'mm 

fTOcTT 

TOT TOTO 




1 TOVTOTO TOTOTO7 

193 


toT^r] 

2 kurrom 

196 




| K T£T-381 > 1 V 12/2010-TRT. T^T.- I ] 

RR #. RftRR, 3TTOT RfTOTO 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


S.O. 953.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2010 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and Vi (except Sub-Section (i) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77.78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Punjab namely:- 


SI.No. Name of 
the Village 

I lad Bast 

No. 

fehsil 

District 

1 

Mehraj Patti 

193 

Rampura 

Bhatinda 


Karamchand 


Phool 


2 

1 chra Mohabal 196 

Bhatinda 

Bhatinda 


| No. S-3 8013/12/2010-S. S. I ] 
S..D. XAVIER, Under Sccy. 


29 W$, 2010 

TOT.37T. 954.—TO*## TO TO#; BtfVftTOR, 1948 (1948 
TOT 34) effr TO I TOl 2R TO-(3) TO TTTOcTO VlfTOTTO TOT 
#7 TO! TO ##TTO 7RTOTC TO^glTf 1 3#rT, 2010 TO! 3R 

enffe to to k tot# t, ftm# to 

37 WTO-4 ( 44 TO 45 TO TO fRTOJTO 41 TO# k TOp TO TO# |) 
37KTO-5 3TR 6 (TO-76 TOt *TO -7TO{ | ; 3# TO-77, 78. 

79 37k s! ^ fmw TO to# to ' toi to to# t) ■% vriv 

TO '47 frofkfed TO# k TOfu #], B1TO# : 

" TOfTO TO -BITOT 37TT TO -37TO^T k k#TO|7 
TITOR TO# TO3 TO BfTO TOTOTOFRE ! ’ 


Insurance Act, 1448 (34 of 1948) the Central t iovernmgnt 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 20i0 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have ahead) been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI {except sub-section (i) of See; ion 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the Slate of Tripura namciy: 

" Aieas under Agartaia falls within Bodhjungnagar 
under Mohanpur revenue circle in Agartaia”. 

[No. S-38013/13/2’> i 0-S. S. 1 j 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

TO? fe#, 29 TO. 2010 

TOT..37T. 955.--+441 (I toTOi BtMTOr, 1948 (1948 
34) ^ TO i #i TOT TO-(3) TO TITO 7TORT TOT 
uTO TO -gi, akro mroE toto i 3 t#to 2010 mt tor 
mfe TO k from to# t, frorkt tot bTOTOwt to 

37^tR-4 (44 ^ 45 TO % fkTO #) VTO k TTfV Vi 'TO t) 
3TGJFST-5 ^ 6 (. TO! -76 TO TO- (1 ) .3TR UiO 77, 78, 
79 BTR 81 # fkVPT TO ^7^# fr ^77 TOT TO ‘-fTOt V ; TO ‘TO# 
Tfkro TOR TO fdHfdftsi'ti- TO#' k 5FJ7t #1.. TO# : 

1 * kfron tov to foRrofer TO? k tto 5I k tofttoto#, 
"ERTOTO, TOTTO TONTT, fvfTOTOm, TOTOTT, TTTOTOmTOC TOR 
rnrpTT TO TORT TO fur fd d t M ' 

[TO. TOTO-38013/14/2010-TOTO. TiTO.-Ij 

TOTO. #. TOfroro, bttot TOfkro 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 955, —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, ! 948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2010 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter V and VI (except sub-section (I) of Section 76 and 
Section* 77,78. . 9 and 81 which.have already be. u brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into fmvc in the 
following areas in the State of West Bengal name*;»•:- 

" Fxiended Area ol Me/ia Area cdmprXiuc Mon/us 
of I oiiai) i Machbandha, Ecnagari. Duriavpur. 
Nidhirumpur. Nandanpur. Ramkrishnapur and faranur 
District Banfu-a " 

[No. S-38013/14/2010-S. S. lj 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


[TO. RTO-38013/13/2010-TOTO. TUi- ) ] 
m.i kfroqu -mi toI vto 
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